April 8, 1893. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Ce a ee 7 soit | 
ais . ee ee SOLS ee 
Eo ws by fe 

Ss 


[Vol. 37-) 381 








JOHN SHAW, 
STOCK AND SHARE DEALER. 


HEAD OFFICE :—WARDROBE CHAMBERS, DOCTORS’ 
COMMONS, LONDON, E.C. 





BRANCHES AT— 

165, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 

19 and 20, Railway-approach, London Bridge, 8.E. 
1, The Facade, Northumberland-avenue, 8.W. 
8, Haymarket, 8.W. 

174, Victoria-street, 8.W. 

62 and 63, New Bond-street, W. 

18, Westbourne-grove, W. 

65, Fenchurch-street, E.C. 

45, New Oxford-street, W. 

18la, Sloane-street, 8.W. 

69, Ship-street, Brighton. 

24 and 25, North-street, Brighton. 

6, Brown-street, Manchester. 

22, Westmoreland-street, Dublin. 





MANUAL OF TRUST INVESTMENTS. 
For the use of Trustees Jonn Suaw has compiled his 
MANUAL OF TRUST INVESTMENTS, 
giving a full list of all Stocks in which Trustees can invest. 
Joun Suaw’s Manual of Trust Investments. 
Monthly Investment List. 


Highest and Lowest for past 5 years. 
ax Lo Traffic Book. 


Any of the above will be sent free by post on application. 
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New EpIrions READY EARLY IN JANUARY FoR 1893. 





LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


10, 


FREE, 


SECURE. 





TOTAL ASSETS, £2,692,000. INCOME, £ 303,000. 


The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 


TRUSTEES, 


The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY, The Lord Chancellor. 
The Right Hon. Lord COLERIDGE, The Lord Chicf Justice. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 

Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.C., D.C.L 

FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 

WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Nerruer the sittings paper nor any of the cause lists was 
obtainable at the usual place of supply on Thursday afternoon. 
There could surely be some se devised by which these 
papers would be issued a week before the commencement of each 
sittings. 





We Are informed that the Board of Trade has appointed a 
committee consisting of the Solicitor-General, Sir Micuazr 
Hicxs-Bzacu, His Honour Judge Cuatmers, Mr. Mowart, Mr, 
Registrar Expen, and Sir Courtenay Boy ez to consider whether 
any limit should bo put upon the action of the Board of Trade 
with regard to the winding up of companies in liquidation. 





BrvorE THE two divisions of the Court of Appeal there will 
be but 59 cases in the list, comprising 38 from the Chancery 
Division, 1 from the of the County Palatine of Lan- 
caster, 17 from the Queen’s Bench Division, 1 from the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division, 1 Bankru appeal, and 6 
new trial cases. The 34 working days of the Easter Sitti 
should more than suffice for the disposal of this list. 





LasT WEEK we referred to the altered aspect of the Chancery 
Sittings Paper for the Easter Sittings, and it will now be seen 
by the notice printed at the head of the cause lists that it has 
been found oe to print what is in effect a summary of its 
regulations. is notice is worthy of careful attention, being 
as it is, a guide shewing the court which must be applied to 
certain times for the dis of motions and unop petitions 
assigned to the judge who for the time being may be engaged 
on the selected list. 





Tue wist of actions, &c., for hearing in the Chancery Divisi 


during the Easter Sittings consists of 39 in the selected list, 112 


before Mr. Justice Currry, 93 before 
before Mr. Justice Sritiye, 70 before 
71 before Mr. Justice Romer, and 42 before Mr. 
Wnaicut, being a total of 487, as with 611 
commencement of the last sitti witness 
eluded in this number are 271, of which 152 (incl 
et list) are before judges who will take no other 
usiness. 


Mr. Justice Norru, 
Mr. Justice 


at s 





Onz oF the results of the laudable ind 


of three j 
the Court of Appeal in taking work in the Court 


there are at least five appeals from the decisions of these 





| persons—if we are correctly informed, three from one of them 
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one from each of the others. The consequence is likely to be a 
good deal of shuffling in the constitution of the court in the next 
sittings, in order that the judge who pronounced the decision in 
the court below may not take part in the hearing of the appeal. 





Ir we are correctly informed, an effort is being made to obtain 
the amalgamation of the Judgment Registry kept at the Central 
Office with the Land Searches Department of the Land Registry. 
No details have yet reached us as to the proposal, but we may 

robably assume that this is yet another attempt by the Land 
gistry Office to extend its borders and increase its revenue. 
Why the register of judgments should be removed from the 
place where the registers in which other usual searches are 
made are kept, we fail to understand, but we hope that the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society will keep an eye on the 
matter. 





THE Question which has recently been discussed in our 
columns, whether an English commissioner is entitled to 
administer an oath to a witness in the Scotch form, has recently 
been considered by the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, who have informed a correspondent that in their 
opinion commissioners for oaths are entitled to administer oaths 
in the Scotch form, and that the following method should be 
adopted :—The deponent should in the first place be asked 
whether the name at the foot of the affidavit is his and in his 
handwriting. He should, if he answers in the affirmative, be 
asked to lift his right hand over his head and repeat after the 
commissioner, ‘‘I swear by Almighty God that the contents of 
this my affidavit are true.” 





Ir As for some time been an open secret that measures are 
being taken by the Lord Chancellor in conjunction with the 
Treasury to bring all the officers of the legal departments 
within the class of permanent civil servants, and to regulate 
their admission to the service, their hours of attendance, their 
—- their holidays, their sick leave, and their retirement 
rom service by the same rules, as near as may be, as govern 
those of persons employed in Government offices. With regard 
to some of the legal departments, the officers have statutory rights 
which can only be altered or taken away by Act of Parliament, 
whilst many more received their appointments under special 
conditions which give them rights which would, if taken away, 
justly be the subject of compensation. The difficulty, therefore, 
of framing regulations which shall bring under one scheme 
these various interests is obvious. Compulsory retirement at 
the ago of sixty-five, with a possible addition of a further five 
years of service for the higher class of officials, and at sixty, 
with a possible addition of a further five years of service for 
clerks, is the one of the proposals which appears to be most 
objectionable. The ages specified would not, half a century 
ago, have appeared very oppressive, but in the present day, when 
the health of men in general is so much improved and many 
retain their vigour, both of body and mind, up to an age beyond 
that mentioned, it becomes impossible to lay down any period at 
which it can be declared beforehand that a man is unfit for that 
work on which he has for years been occupied. 





WE nrerer elsewhere to the observations on officialism con- 
tained in the report just issued by the Council of the Incor- 

rated Law Society ; but the portion relating to the Land 

egistry Office and the registration of title to land, the greater 
part of which we reproduce elsewhere, deserves special atten- 
tion. It traces with elaborate care the various steps which have 
been taken by this legal octopus to provide subsistence for itself 
out of the property of the landowners of Middlesex, the persons 
registering land charges, and even the county councils and 
owners of small holdings. The only thing we miss in this his- 
tory is the trick by means of which the Land Registry (Middle- 
sex Deeds) Act, 1891, was rushed through the House of 
Commons. The main value of this part of the report is that it 
puts in‘an admirably condensed form the leading reasons against 
the adoption of compulsory registration of title, and puts them 
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so that they can be most easily grasped by the landowner. It 
was certainly a happy idea to promulgate this general summary 
before discussing the special sdjattans to the delusive and dis- 
honest Land Transfer Bill which has been brought into the House 
of Lords. We strongly hope that the portion of the report relating 
to land transfer will be printed separately and circulated among 
members of the Legislature and leading landowners. People who 
will not read a long pamphlet will be attracted by this concise 
and pointed statement. But it should be followed up by further 
observations on the reasons particularly applying to the above- 
mentioned Bill. We call it delusive and dishonest because (1) 
it professes to restrict compulsion to sales, while the real object 
of its promoters is, having got this concession, to make compul- 
sion universal as speedily as possible ; (2) it proposes to make 
registration compulsory on the lines of an obsolete Act of Parlia- 
ment; and (3) it leaves the alteration of that Act as to lease- 
holds and numerous other matters to be settled by what Lord 
Hatssury happily described as ‘the silent and secret mode of 
altering the law ” by rules. 





AN INTERESTING decision on the Statute of Limitations (3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 42) was given by Currry, J., in the recent case of 
Dibb v. Walker (ante, p. 355). In 1833 a mortgagor settled the 
equity of redemption in the mortgaged land, making the settle- 
ment expressly subject to the payment of the mortgage debt and 
interest. Upon a transfer of the mortgage in 1870, after his 
death, the then tenant for life under the settlement joined in the 
transfer, and, by way of further security, covenanted to pay the 
interest during her life. She did, in fact, pay the interest from 
1866 to 1889, and, the security subsequently proving insufficient, 
the question arose whether this payment kept alive the liability 
of the mortgagor, so that the deficiency could be recovered 
against his estate. Section 5 of the above-mentioned statute 
provides that a specialty debt is kept alive by acknowledgment 
by the party liable or his agent, or by part payment, and it has 
frequently been a question by whom the payment must be made 
so as to be effectual. It is not unnatural to infer that it was 
meant to be placed on the same footing as an acknowledgment, 
so that it must be made by the party liable or his agent. This 
view was expressed in Joddam v. Morley (1 DeG. & J. 1) and 
in Coope v. Cresswell (L. I. 2 Ch. 112), and was acted on by 
Parks, B., in Forsyth v. Bristowe (8 Ex. 716), where he held 
that payment by the assignee of an equity of redemption 
was sufficient to keep alive the liability of the mortgagor 
on the ground that the assignee was his agent to make the pay- 
ment. At least he was prepared to hold this on the assumption 
that payment by the mortgagor or his agent was necessary. 
In fact, however, the sta‘ute is not so expressed, and, while it is 
clear that payment by a stranger would not be sufficient, it can 
probably be made by any person who is interested in the land 
under the mortgagor, whether regarded as his agent or not. In 
the present case the assignee by whom the payment was made 
was only tenant for life, but this of course made no difference. 
A payment by a tenant for life keeps up the debt as against 
the remainderman: Roddam v. Morley (supra), and is made in 
respect of the whole estate. For the purpose of keeping it Mf 
as against the mortgagor it is as efficacious, therefore, as thoug. 
made by an assignee in fee, and Carrry, J., held that the 
statute was no bar. 





Tue nEARING of the Behring Sea Arbitration was commenced 
at Paris on Tuesday last. Of the seven arbitrators, two, Lord 
Hannen and Sir Joun Tuompson, the Canadian Prime Minister, 
are appointed by Great Britain, and two, Judge Harwann, of 
the United States Supreme Court, and Mr. Jonn P. Moreay, 
chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee of the United 
States Senate, by the United States. The remaining three, 
Baron pz Courcet, Count Visconti-Vrenosta, and M. Gram, are 
appointed by the President of the French Republic, the King 
of Italy, and the King of Sweden and Norway respectively. 
On the motion of Lord Hannen, Baron pE CovurceL was ap- 
“age president. The questions to be primarily determined 

y the court are defined in the treaty of last year, under which 


'it is constituted, as follows :— 
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**1. What exclusive jurisdiction in the sea now known as the Behring 
Sea, and what exclusive rights in the seal fishéries therein, did Russia 
assert and exercise prior and up to the time of the cession of Alaska to 
the United States ? 

‘*2. How far were these claims of jurisdiction as to the seal fisheries 
recognized and conceded by Great Britain ? 

‘*3. Was the body of water now known as the Behring Sea included 
in the phrase ‘ Pacific Ocean,’ as used in the treaty of 1825 between Great 
Britain and Russia; and what rights, if any, in the Behring Sea were 
held and exclusively exercised by Russia after said treaty ? 

‘4, Did not all the rights of Russia as to jurisdiction and as to the seal 
fisheries in Behring Sea east of the water boundary, in the treaty between 
the United States and Russia of the 30th of March, 1867, pass unimpaired 
to the United States under that treaty ? 

‘5. Has the United States any right, and, if so, what right, of protec- 
tion or property in the fur-seals frequenting the islands of the United 
States in Behring Sea when such seals are found outside the ordinary 
three-mile limit ?’’ 


The treaty also provides, in the alternative, that— 

‘*Tf the determination of the foregoing questions as to the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the United States shall leave the subject in such position 
that the concurrence of Great Britain is necessary to the establishment of 
regulations for the proper protection and preservation of the fur-seal in, 
or habitually resorting to, the Behring Sea, the arbitrators shall then 
determine what concurrent regulations outside the jurisdictional limits of 
the respective Governments are necessary, and over what waters such 
regulations should extend.”’ 


There remains the question of damages. Upon this no refer- 
ence was agreed upon, the matter being left for future negotia- 
tion, but it was agreed that either party might submit to the 
arbitrators any point of fact upon which the question might 
depend. 





AN INTERESTING pamphlet upon the French laws of 1889 on 
nationality and military service as affecting British subjects has 
been issued by Mr. A. Pavirr (Stevens & Haynes), and to 
persons with ordinary English views of conscription the con- 
sequences of becoming a French subject are so disastrous that 
attention may usefully be called to the prosent state of the law 
in this respect. The matter chiefly affects persons who are born 
in France. Those who go there from other countries might 
formerly either be authorized to establish their domicil there, 
or might apply for naturalization. By the former means they 
acquired civil rights, but without changing their nationality, 
and this state of things might endure indefinitely. But now a 
declaration of domicil is only temporary, lasting, save in special 
cases, for no more than five years, and after that a person who 
wishes to retain his civil rights must take the further step of 
being naturalized. But such persons act of their own free will. 
So too, if they happen to know the law, do their descendants of 
the first goneration born in France. As regards these it was 
settled till 1889 that they remained foreigners, save that they 
had the option of claiming French nationality within a year 
of the attainment of their majority. In the latter case} the 
effect, it was held, was to make the individual so claiming 
French from birth, but the claim must have been made 
within the year, otherwise he remained a foreigner. At 
present this is somewhat altered, and the matter depends 
on whether the individual, when he attains his majority, 
is domiciled in France or not. If domiciled there he is 
French, unless within a year he repudiates the status of a 
French citizen; but, if not domiciled there, he remains a 
foreigner, unless he claims French nationality. The change 
of greatest importance, however, concerns the second genera- 
tion born in France. Under the old law, a person born in 
France of a foreigner born in France was not necessarily 
French, though, to avoid this, he was bound to claim the status 
of a foreigner within a year of attaining his majority ; but now 
this right of election has been taken away, and it is enacted 
simply that “‘every individual born in France of a foreigner 
himself there born is a Frenchman,” With a curious disregard 
of existing rights it was decided in the Zrshaw case (see Law 
Quarterly Review, October, 1892) that this new law applied to 
persons born before it came into force, but it is to be observed 
that the words do not state whether the parent born in France 
must be the father or must be the mother, or may be either. 
Apparently, as Mr. Pavirt points out, the word ought to be 
confined to the father; but the doubt, he adds, is about to be 


adjourning the cases of recruits whose mothers only were born 
in France. 





READERS INTERESTED in primitive law may usefully refer to 
an extract given in the current. number of the Law Quarterly 
Review from a report by a British officer regarding the existence 
of predial slavery among the tribes on the northern frontier of 
ee na = a Far rus of sg an erson best able to 
enforce a claim for dam is per e judge or vil 
headman before whom gp coman There ws cries 
advantage, then, if he is permitted to buy up the plaintiff's 
claim and himself proceed to enforce it against the defendant. 
If the defendant cannot pay, the headman can at least 
seize him as a slave, e purchase of a suit in this 
way is clearly a gross case of maintenance, but Burmese 
customs seem to have no fear of this nor any great regard 
for judicial impartiality. In the instance quoted in the ex- 
tract, a member of the Kachin tribe had been wounded by one 
of the Shan tribe in a drunken quarrel. The former sold the 
headman his claim to damages for a gong and a buffalo, and 
the headman in the ordinary course, finding the offender had 
no means, reduced him to slavery. One usually credits primi- 
tive tribes with having a better idea of justice than this. It 
does not appear that the defendant had any chance of explana- 
tion, and clearly it was not for the advantage of the headman 
to give him any. 








THE SPREAD OF OFFICIALISM. 


Tux special committee of the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society appointed to consider the question of officialism have 
issued a further report, in which the arguments against the 
system are very carefully and forcibly stated. ‘It may be laid 
down,” says the report, “‘as a general principle that the inter- 
ference of the State with the private business of the public 
ought to be confined to the narrowest possible limits com- 
atible with the public interest.” Few persons probably who 
oe not paid special attention to the subject are aware of the 
extent to which this fundamental rule is already violated, and of 
the still greater inroads upon it which are in contemplation. 
The matter touches, of course, the public generally, whose 
business has to be transacted, and those persons, solicitors 
chiefly, whose place in transacting it is taken by Government 
departments. e have never affected to oppose the spread of 
officialism in the interest of the public only, though this would 
supply us with ample arguments against it. Solicitors, as a 
portion of the community, are entitled in their own interest to 
rotest against any undue interference with the business which 
ies properly within their province; for which they have special 
skill and aptitude, and the monopoly of which is secured to them 
by the Legislature. No charge of selfishness can be brought 
against them until it is shewn that they are preventing the public 
from having their business transacted more speedily and cheaply 
and with at least equal efficacy, and on this point the public are 
best qualified to decide. It may be true that the public have not 
been on the alert to check the advance of officialism, but they have 
shewn very clearly what they think of it by persistently declin- 
ing, as far as possible, to have anything tu do with the depart- 
ments which a paternal Government sets up for their benefit and 
supports out of their pockets. And it is not merely that the 
growth of Government departments is an injustice to solicitors 
accompanied by no corresponding benefit to the public. The 
injustice is one which in the nature of things, when once it has 
been started, cannot easily be put down. ‘It has been found 
over and over again,” says the report, “ that an official body, 
when once established, invariably defends its own position, and 
in case of failure, either financial or otherwise, seeks to justify 
its existence by further and more profitable extensions of its 
province.” 

A signal example of this is afforded by the bankruptcy and 
winding-up departments of the Board of Trade, and to a con- 
sideration of these the second part of the report is devoted, In 
spite of the advantageous position occupied by the bankruptey 
officials in having the management of every estate intrusted to 





removed by legislation, and meanwhile the army authorities are | 


them at the beginning of the bankruptcy, creditors in general 
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refer to resume control as soon as possible. They are doubt- 
feos very ill-advised in thinking they can manage their own 
affairs best, but, if they suffer for it, they have only themselves 
to blame. A more serious matter is that this desire for freedom 
from official interference left the department very much out of 
pocket, and trouble might have supervened had not a fruitful 
source of income been suddenly provided in the winding up of 
companies. 

No one suggests now that bankruptcy and winding up should 
be removed altogether from Government control, but the proper 
sphere of this is in inspection and discipline, not in the adminis- 
tration of property. The distinction is put clearly in the report : 
‘Tn all cases the official control of the Board of Trade should be 
confined to audit, inspection, and discipline, and all administra- 
tion, tx(erim or otherwise, both in the case of individuals and 
companies, should be left to the creditors, to whom in justice 
the estate belongs.” The bankruptcy officials are by no means 
always qualified to deal with an estate in the most profitable 
manner, and they indulge sometimes in litigation which is quite 
opposed to the true interest of the creditors. Of this the report 
gives several examples. But even allowing, as we are quite willing 
to do, that their work in general is efficiently done, this is a slight 
matter compared with the clearly-expressed preference of credi- 
tors for retaining estates under their own control, and with the 
annual deficit of some £27,000, which has to be made up by the 
country. ‘The Board of Trade has a fiction that a sum of stock, 
which, prior to 1869, belonged to the old Bankruptcy Court, but 
which has long since been cancelled, ought still to be treated as 
a dividend-producing fund, and it takes credit accordingly for 
an annual sum of about £39,000. But this way of converting a 
deficiency into a surplus by bringing into account a purely 
fictitious item, however ingenious it may be, is hardly con- 
vincing. 

In regard to bankruptcy and winding up, the committee have 
numerous factsto go upon. Officialism here has had a clear field 
given to it, and it may be judged byits results. In other depart- 
ments, such as registration of title and the establishment of a public 
trustee, it is not difficult to foresee that the success of current pro- 
posals would mean the most serious trouble and expense. We 
refer to land transfer elsewhere, but we must add here that the 
spread of officialism would be hardly less severely felt in the 
administration of trusts. It is difficult for any person not con- 
versant with such matters to realize how widespread would be 
the loss and inconvenience occasioned by any interference with 
the present system of administration by private trustees. This 

oint, too, is admirably stated in the report, which is likely to 
be of great service in checking the advance of the evil at which 
it is aimed, and which threatens to displace a large body of 
professional men, who have won their position by their own 
ability and industry, in favour of officials appointed under a 
vast system of patronage. 








THE LAND TRANSFER BILL (LIMITED AND 
REDUCED). 
II. 

Settled Land.—Under the Settled Land Acts limited owners 
have the power of selling the settled land for an estate in fee 
simple, the purchase-money being paid to the trustecs of the 
settlement or into court. This change in their position has 
made it difficult to adapt registration under the Land Transfer 
Act, 1875, to their requirements. Section 68 of that Act allows, 
indeed, persons having a power of sale to be registered as pro- 
prietors, and it has been the practice of the Land Registry 
Office to register tenants for life under this section, subject to 
restrictions in favour of the trustees; but the section was de- 
signed to meet the case of trustees and mortgagees, not of bene- 
ficial owners, and it has been recognized that the practice 
involves a strain upon the language of the Act. Hence all the 
Land Transfer Bills of recent years have made express provision 
for the placing of settled land upon the register. In the Bill of 
1887.it was proposed that the trustees of the settlement should 
be registered as proprietors of the land, the name of the tenant 
for lifo being also entered in the register under an appropriate 
heading. The registration was not to confer upon the trustees 





a power of sale as against the tenant for life, and the tenant for 
life was, for the purpose of exercising the power, to be in the 
position of registered proprietor, the purchase-money being paid 
to the trustees. 

This scheme is open to the objection that the persons who 
appear on the register as proprietors of the land are not in 
fact empowered to dispose of it, and the Bills of 1888 and 1889 
reversed the positions of the tenant for life and the trustees of 
the settlement. At the same time it was necessary to allow the 
beneficial owner to be registered either as full owner or as 
limited owner, the latter term implying that he was either 
tenant for life, or a person having the powers of a tenant for 
life under the Settled Land Acts. The names of the trustees of 
the settlement were to be entered in a separate column in the 
register, and capital moneys arising upon a registered dealing 
with the land were to be paid either to them or into court. The 
same plan is incorporated in the present Bill, though with con- 
siderable verbal alterations. Under clause 4 (1) a person being 
tenant for life of, or having the powers of tenant for life over, 
settled land may be registered as proprietor, subject to the 
restriction that all money paid upon any transfer or charge be, 
until further order, paid either to the trustees of the settlement, 
or as they may direct, or into court. A person so registered is 
to be described as a limited proprietor, and the trustees will be 
named in the register. Where they have a power of sale they 
may also, with the consent of the tenant for life, be registered 
as proprietors. 

Previous Bills have contained an express provision that the 
registration of a person as limited owner of settled land shall 
not confer upon the person so registered any greater powers of 
dealing with the land than those of a tenant for life under the 
Settled Land Acts. Perhaps this is unnecessary, and it is 
omitted in the present Bill. The description of the person on 
the register as limited proprietor shews that he has only the 
powers of a tenant for life, and any dealing by him with 
the registered land must be in pursuance of such powers. One 
restriction, however, is ionctel The principal mansion-house 
(if any) within the meaning of section 10 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1890, and the pleasure grounds and park and lands (if ary) 
usually occupied therewith, are to be distinguished on the 
register by reference to a map, and are not to be transferred by 
the registered proprietor without the consent of the trustees of 
the settlement or an order of the court. 

When there is so much on the register to indicate the 
existence of a settlement it is a little curious to find sub- 
clause (6) providing that “nothing in this section shall 
authorize the entry on the register of any reference to or 
notice of a settlement.’”’ The corresponding provision of the 
Bill of 1889 ran as follows :—‘‘ A person shall not be affected 
with notice of the trusts of any settlement by reason of any 
person being registered as limited owner under the settle- 
ment or by reason of any reference to the settlement being 
entered in the register.” This appears to meet the case more 
skilfully. The form of the registration necessarily shews the 
existence of a settlement. What is required, then, is that per- 
sons dealing on the faith of the register shall not be affected 
with notice of the contents of the settlement. As to the persons 
claiming under the settlement the present Bill provides that, 
“‘ subject to the maintenance of tho right of the registered pro- 
prietor to deal by registered disposition”’ with the settled land, 
their estates, rights, and interests are to be unaffected by his 
registration as proprietor. 

Transmission on death—The clauses regulating the trans- 
mission of land on death are the same as the corresponding 
clauses in the Bill of 1889, with the exception, of course, of the 
proposals for the alteration of the law as to the devolution of 
the beneficial interest which have been already considered and 
rejected by the House of Lords in the Law of Inheritance 
Amendment Bill of this session. At present, under section 41 
of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, it is the duty of the registrar, 
upon the death of the sole registered proprietor, or of the 
survivor of several joint registered proprietors, of any freehold 
land, to register in his place such person as may aj) ear to be 
entitled according to law to be so registered. But now (clause 
5) the personal representatives of the sole proprietor or survivor 
are alone to be recognized by the registrar as having any right 
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in respect of the land, and are empowered to deal with it by 
registered disposition as if they were the registered proprietors 
of the land; subject, however, to the proviso that where the 
person on the register has been registered as limited proprietor, 
— his death the person to whom the land then passes may be 
placed on the register. 

This provision, which applies to land of copyhold as well as of 
freehold tenure, is followed by proposals of a similar nature 
with regard to all land, whether on the register or not. Where 
real estate is vested in any person without right of survivorship 
in any other person, it is, on his death, notwithstanding any 
testamentary disposition, to devolve upon and vest in his per- 
sonal representatives as if it were a chattel real. In respect of 
the administration of such land they would have the same powers 
and rights, and be under the same duties and liabilities, as if it 
were a chattel real, save that it would not be lawful for some or 
one only of several personal representatives to sell the real 
estate without the authority of the court. Subject to these 
powers, rights, duties, and liabilities, the personal representa- 
tives would hold the real estate as trustees for the persons bene- 
ficially entitled, who would have the same power of requiring a 
transfer of real estate as they have of requiring a transfer of 
personal estate. Assuming all land to be on the register, these pro- 
posals would doubtless simplify dealings with it. They would 
relieve the registrar of all inquiry as to the persons beneficially 
entitled. The personal representatives need not themselves be 
registered, but they would authorize the registration of the heir 
or devisee, and it is provided that no fee shall be payable on a 
transfer by personal representatives to a person beneficially 
entitled to land. Moreover, apart from registration, the pro- 
posals would form a proper element in a scheme such as that con- 
tained in the Bill of 1889 for the division of the real estate 
amongst the next of kin. But in the present measure, as 
applied to land generally, they are altogether uncalled for. An 
heir or a devisee does not want his title investigated by the 
personal representatives of his ancestor or testator, and the 
change in the law would simply be a source of expense without 
any corresponding advantage. 

In any scheme of registration the provisions for the establish- 
ment of an insurance fund, for the registration of limited 
owners, and for the transmission of land on death are matters 
of great importance, and the public ought to be indebted to the 
framers of the present measure for taking them so far into their 
confidence as to indicate the lines upon which it is intended to 
proceed. But it is undoubtedly troublesome to enter into 
details, and when enough has been put in a Bill to give it some 
show of plausibility it is convenient to add a general clause 
authorizing the introduction of all other necessary provisions by 
means of rules. On former occasions this plan has been adopted 
very freely, but not perhaps in quite the same audacious manner 
as in the present instance. A register which purports to be a 

uide to the title to land can hardly afford to neglect leasehold 
interests, and the Act of 1875 provided for these. Apparently 
its provisions have been found inadequate and inconvenient, and 
the natural course would be to incorporate the proposed amend- 
ments in the Bill. Instead of this, Soeneer the whole matter 
is relegated to the rule-making authority, and not only 
are rules to be made for carrying into effect the enactments 
of the Legislature, but those enactments themselves are to 
be subject to alteration. Rules are to be made, so runs 
the Bill, “for modifying the provisions of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1875, as to the registration of the proprietors of lease- 
hold land,” and rules are to be made generally for applying 
to the grant of leases and dealings with leasehold land the pro- 
visions of the Bill as to compulsory registration. With clause 
17 before us, we feel quite grieved that the draftsman should 
have been put to the superfluous trouble of framing the previous 
sixteen clauses. How very much easier it would have been to 
eg shortly, ‘‘ Henceforth registration shall be compulsory, 

or details and list of fees apply at the Land Registry Office.” 
This would have satisfied the officials, and we do not quite see 
who else need be consulted. Certainly not the landowners, for 
the sole object of the measure is to foree them to do what for 
nearly twenty years they have persistently declined to do of 
their own free will. And certainly not the “legal middleman.” 
He is a person to whom no encouragement should be given. 





While, as for the land reformers who never have any deali 
_ land, the shorter the measure the better it would suit 
em. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
**A POINT OF PRACTICE.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Referring to the article hereon at page 352 of your issue of 
the 25th ult., we may mention that the case supposed at the end of 
the article actually happened to us last year. e had served a writ, 
issued out of the Blackburn District Registry, upon a defendant who 
neither resided nor carried on business within such district. On the 
morning of the ninth day after service, having received no notice of 
appearance, we went to Blackburn to sign judgment, but found that 
the registrar there had received notice of appearance in London. 
He allowed us, however, to sign judgment in the following terms :-— 
‘The defendant having appeared in Tendon to the writ of summons, 
but not having served notice of appearance on the plaintiff or her 
solicitors, as required by ord. 12, r. 9, it is this day adjudged,” &c, 

We may add that we received notice of ap ce in the after- 
noon, after we had signed judgment, and that defendant did not 
attempt to set the judgment aside. 

Burnley, April 3. Cc. & 8. 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 


GENERAL RULES PURSUANT TO THE COMPANIES 
(WINDING-UP) ACT, 1890. 

1.—(a.) Affidavits in opposition to a petition that a company may 
be coal up under is olen or subject to the phonies a F the 
court shall be filed within seven days of the date on which the 
affidavit verifying the petition is filed, and notice of the filing of every 
affidavit in opposition to such a petition shall be given to the 
petitioner or his solicitor. 

(0.) An affidavit in reply to an affidavit filed in opposition toa 
petition shall be filed within three days of the date on which notice 
of such affidavit is received by the petitioner or his solicitor. 

2. When a petitioner consents to withdraw his petition or to allow 
it to be dismissed or the hearing adjourned, the court may, upon 
such terms as it may think just, substitute as petitioner any creditor 
or contributory who, in the opinion of the court, would have a right 
to present a petition, and who is desirous of prosecuting the petition. 

The 29th day of March, 1893. 
(Signed) 


HERSCHELL, C. 
I concur. 
(Signed) A. J. MUNDELLA, 
President of the Board of Trade. 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Court of Appeal. 
Re PARSON’S AND FURBER’S BILL OF SALE—No. 2, 28th March. 


But or SaLe—RecGisTrRaTIon—Omission TO Reg-REGISTER—APPLICATION 
yor Extension or Trwe—Banxkruptcy or GRANTOR INTERVENING. 


This was an appeal from a decision of a divisional court (Lord Coleridge, 
C.J., and Coline, J.). The question was whether, after an accidental 
omission to re-register a bill of sale and the bankruptcy of the grantor 
having intervened, extension of time for re- tration could be granted, 
In 1887 one Parsons gave a bill of sale for £1,500, and it was duly regis- 
tered. Next year it was assigned to one Furber. By accident it was not 
re-registered, as it ought to have been, in June, 1892. On the 9th of 
January, 1893, an se, was made to a judge in chambers for an 
order to extend the time for registration. In the meantime, in October, 
1892, a petition in bankruptcy had been presented against Parsons, and on 
the 8th of December a receiving order was made, and on the 28th he was 
adjudicated a bankrupt, and an order was made, under section 121 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, for the summary administration of his estate. On 
the 11th of January the judge in chambers made an order extending the 
time for re-registration, and the usual words the order subject to 
any rights which had intervened were struck out. — he judge, afterwards, 
on his attention being called to Crew v. Cummings (36 W. R. 908, 21 
Q. B. D. 420), set aside his own previous order. The bill of sale holder 
appealed to the Divisional Court, who affirmed the decision of the judge, 


he then a led to the Court of A : 
Tue Come (Lixpiey, Kay, A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


a 1. 
Semen, L J., said that by the adjudication of the bankrupt there was 








a divesting of his property and a vesting of it in the official receiver. 
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Application to extend the time for re-registration, required by section 11 
of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, had been made under section 14, the terms 
of which were very wide. There had been decisions on that 14th section, 
some of which appeared to be hopelessly conflicting. In Re Dobbin (56 L. J. 
Q. B. 295, 35 W. R. Dig. 33) a divisional court rectified an error’ which 
made the registration of a bill of sale void, though the grantor had in the 
meantime become bankrupt. But in Crew v. Cummings the Court of 
Appeal held that it would not be right, if the court had a discretion, to 
rectify a blunder after some third party had acquired aright. On the 
authority of that case and the present facts, it was too late to extend the 
time. ‘Ihe appeal must be dismissed. 

Kay and A. L. Smrru, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunssi, Sir Horace Davey, 
Q.C., and Willes Chitty ; Dickens, Q.C., and Muir Mackenzie. So ictrors, 
Richard Furber ; Sole, Turner, & Knight. 


[Reported by Anruvr Lawreycs, Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
MICKLETHWAITE v. VAVASOUR—Chitty, J., 28th March. 


Revivor—Suir Dormant 139 Yrars—Personat Rk&PRESENTATIVES OF 
Piaitirrvs UNASCERTAINED—NOTICE. 


Decree in 1746 in administration suits to which the testator’s executors, 
heir, and widow were plaintiffs, directing general administration, sale of 
the real and personal estate and payment of debts out of the proceeds, the 
widow’s right of dower being reserved. Order in 1753 directing £430 
proceeds of sale of real estate to be paid into court and invested, and pay- 
ment into court accordingly. A bond debt had been admitted by the 
defendants in the suit, the bond creditor being a party, but no further 
steps were taken after the above payment into court, and the bond 
debt was still unsatisfied. The legal personal representative of the 
bond creditor now applied for an order of revivor, in order to obtain pay- 
ment of his debt out of the money in court. The legal personal represen- 
tatives of the testator and of his heir and widow were served with notice 
of the application, but the legal representatives of the plaintiffs in the 
suits had not been ascertained or served. ‘The money came under the 
head of ‘Accounts of various suitors kept causewiee,” and fell 
within the first schedule of the 32 & 33 Vict. c. 91, s. 4, headed 
** Money belonging to suitors and not transferred by the Act.’? It had 
consequently not been transferred to the Commissioners for the Reduction 
of the National Debt as an unclaimed fund in Chancery. The question 
was whether the suits could be revived after this long lapse of time, and 
whether it was essential to give notice to the personal representatives of 
the plaintiffs. 

Curry, J., said that the extraordinary lapse of time—nearly a century 
and a half—during which the suit had been allowed, as it were, to go to 
sleep, was not a ground for refusing an order of revivor. The court had 
held, and still held, the fund in question. To say that the mere lapse of 
time was a reason for refusing tie order would be tantamount to saying 
that the court was to go on keeping the money for ever, notwithstanding 
that it had decreed that it was to be applied in payment of debts. ‘The 
court in such matters had a discretionary power. If he thought that the 
rights of parties had been altered by lapse of time he should, of course, 
refuse to make the order; but as no such alteration of rights appeared to 
have occurred, it would be an injustice to refuse it. The order would be 
open to be discharged at the instance of any of the parties made 
defendants. As to the applicant not having given notice to any of the 
legal personal representatives of the plaintiffs, there was no evidence to 
shew that there were any such representatives in existence. Had there 
been, it would, he thought, have been necessary under the old practice to 
have given them notice before revivor was allowed. He declined, how- 
ever, to put the applicant to the expense of finding out who they were. 
It was at least certain that they had allowed the causes to go to sleep for 
some 139 years. The order would be that the applicant should be at 
liberty to carry on the proceedings so far as necessary for the purpose of 
dealing with the funds in court, but not further or otherwise. The order 
would also be postdated a month, co as to give the parties against whom 
the proceedings were to be carried on the opportunity of making any 
objection to it.—Counsrr, Levett, Q.C., and George Murray; Methold. 
Souicrrors, Head § Hill ; The Official Solicitor. 

[Reported by G. Row.anp Atstoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re WILSON, WILSON ». HOLLOWAY—North, J., 25th March. 
PartNERSHIP—TgBNANTS 1N Common — CONVERSION. 


An estate was purchased by W. Settles with the object of developing 
the same with the aid of A. Wilson as surveyor, and by au agreement, 
made in 1867 between Settles and Wilson, Settles agreed to sell to Wilson 
one undivided moicty of the estate in consideration of £9,231 and half the 
expenses connected with the estate since the 16th of February then Jast, 
Wilson to be entitled to one moiety of the profits thereof from that day. 
On payment of the last instalment of the purchase-money Settles was to 
convey the moiety to Wilson, his heirs and assigns. If Wilson made 
default Settles was to be at liberty either to declare the agreement void 
and return all moneys paid or to enforce the agreement. Wilson was to 
give his services as surveyor without remuneration, Settles was not to be 
obliged to attend to the management of the estate. Wilson was not, 
except by wiil, to dispose of his undivided moiety or any part thereof 
without the consent of Settles, and no agreement was to be entered into 
for the disposal of the estate or any part thereof without the concurreuce 
of both parties. Wilson died in 1871. No conveyance was ever executed 





to him and the last instalment of the purchase-money was paid by his 


executors. In 1874 Settles 1epurch Wilson’s moiety. This was an 
originating summons to have it determined, inter alia, whether Wilson’s 
moiety was to be treated as converted into peraonalty. It was contended 
for the testator’s personal representatives that the estate was partnership 
property und therefore personalty. 

Nortu, J., said whether or not the parties were partners was not directly 
in point. The question was whether there was any trust or contract by 
virtue of which conversion took place. Supposing they were partners and 
land formed part of the partnership property, yet there might be a definite 
agreement that at the end of the partnership it should be still real estate, 
though, of course, the partnership property would be personal in the 
absence of any special circumstances. On the construction of the agree- 
ment his lordship held that the estate had not been converted at Wilson’s 
death.—CounszL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and J. M. Stene; S. Hall, Q.C., and 
Ingle Joyce. Soxtcrrors, Stones, Morris, § Stone. 


[Reported by C. F. Duxcay, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BOWEN, LLOYD PHILLIPS v. DAVIS—Stirling, J., 29th March. 


Witt—Construction—CuHARITABLE Bequests FOR THE EsTABlLIsHMENT OF 
Day-scHoots—GirT OVER IF THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD EstrABLisuH A 
GeveraL System or EpvucaTtion—Perpetviry. 


The Rev. Daniel Bowen, by his will dated the 3rd of September, 1846, 
made two charitable bequests of £1,700 and £500 to trustees, upon trust 
to invest the same and to establish Welsh day-schools in certain parishes 
in Wales, and to continue the same schools for ever thereafter, and he 
declared ‘‘ that if at any time hereafter the Government of this kingdom 
shall establish a general system of education, the several trusts of the said 
several sums of £1,700 and £500 shall cease and determine, and I bequeath 
the said several sums in the rame manner as I have bequeathed the residue 
of my personal estate.” He appointed his sisters, Jane Lloyd, Annie W. 
Phillips, and Rachel Rees, executrixes and residuary legatees of his will. 
The testator died on the 9th of October, 1847, and his will was duly 
proved. In 1870 the Elementary Education Act was passed. This was a 
summons taken out by the persons interested in the residuary estate of the 
testator against the Attorney-General and the trustees of the respective 
sums of money for the determination of the question whether, iu the events 
that had happened, the trusts of such moneys had determined, and 
whether the moneys had fallen into the residue. It was contended on 
their behalf that they were entitled to the trust funds inasmuch as the 
Government had established a general system of education. On behalf of 
the Attorney-General it was contended that, although such a general 
system of education had been established, the gift over in favour of the 
residuary legatees was bad as coming within the rule against perpetuities. 


Sririio, J., said that, according to the law as stated by Sir G. Jessel, 
M.R., in London and South-Western Railway Co. v. Gommg30 W. R. 620, 20 
Ch. D. 562), if the gift in favour of the residuary legatees was one which 
was not to vest until after the expiration of, or would not necessarily vest 
within, the period fixed and prescribed by law for the creation of future 
estates and interests, then the gift was bad unless the circumstance that 
the prior gift was in favour of a charity made any difference. It had been 
decided that the rule against perpetuities had no application to the trans- 
fer in a certain event of property from one charity to another: Christ's 
Hospital v. Grainger (1 Mac. & G. 460), Re Tyler, Tyler v. Tyler (40 W. R. 
7; 1891, 3 Ch. 252). The principle of those decisions did not, however, 
in his lordship’s opinion, extend to cases where (1) an immediate gift in 
favour of private individuals was followed by an executory gift in favour 
of charities, or (2) an immediate gift in favour of charity was followed by 
an executory gift in favour of private individuals. Of the former class of 
cases Lord Selborne, C., in giving the judgment of the Court of Appeal 
in Chamberlayne v. Brockett (21 W. R. 299, 8 Ch. App. 206), said: ‘‘If the 
gift in trust for charity is itself conditional upon a future and uncertain 
event, it is subject, in our judgment, to the same rules and principles as 
any other estate depending for its coming into existence upon a condition 
precedent. If the condition is never fulfilled the estate never arises ; if it 
is so remote and indefinite as to transgress the limits of time prescribed by 
the rules of law against perpetuities the gift fails ab initio.’’ The second 
class of cases did not seem to have been under the consideration of any 
court in this country ; but the Supreme Court of Massachusetts had, in 
Brattle-square Church v. Grant (3 Gray, 142) and Theological Education 
Society v. Attorney-General (21 nga 285), held that the rule against 
perpetuities applied to that class. For the knowledge of those de- 
cisions he was indebted to the very learned and able treatise of Pro- 
fessor J. C. Gray on the Rule against Perpetuities, to which he had 
been referred in argument. But as property might be given to a 
charity in perpetuity it might be given for a shorter period, however 
long, and the interest undisposed of, even if it could not be the sub- 
ject of a direct executory gift, might be left to devolve as the law 
prescribed. Of that an example was to be found in Re Randell, Randell v. 
Dixon (36 W. R. 543, 38 Ch. D. 213), where a testatrix had bequeathed 
money on trust to pay the income to the incumbent of a particular 
church so long as he permitted free sittings, but in case payment for 
sittings was ever demanded, she directed the money to fall into the 
residue, and it was held that that direction, being merely that the fund 
should go as the law would otherwise carry it, did not offend the rule 
against perpetuities. The question, therefore, appeared to his lordship 
to be one of construction as to vo the ee eee = 

roperty to charity in tuity subject to an execu i ‘avour 0! 
ee cocleger ee ae or a limited period, leaving the undisposed of 
interest to fall into the residue. In construing the will the rule to be 


applied was that stated by Lord Selborne in Pearks v. Moseley (29 W. R. 1, 
5 App. Cas. 714): ‘You do not import the law of remoteness into the 
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construction of the instrument by which you in te the 
intention of the testator. You take his words and endeavour to arrive at 
their meaning exactly in the same manner as if there had been no such 
law, and as if the whole intention expressed by the words could lawfully 
take effect.’’ Now, the testator directed the trustees named in his will, 
by means of the funds paid to them by his executors, to establish 
certain schools, ‘‘and to continue the same schools for ever thereafter.’’ 
He contemplated a perpetual succession of trustees, in whom the execu- 
tion of the charitable trusts was to be vested. His lordship thought that 
on the true construction of the will there was an immediate disposition 
in favour of charity in perpetuity, and not for any shorter period. That 
was followed by a gift over if at any time the Government should 
establish a general system of education, and under that gift over the 
residuary legatees took not an immediate but a future interest. As the 
event on which the future interest was to arise was one which need not 
necessarily occur within perpetuity limits, it followed that the gift over 
was bad, and, consequently, the summons must be dismissed.—Counsg, 
Hastings, QC., and Swinfen Eady; Sir J. Rigby, 8.G., and Ingle Joyce ; 
Cruickshank. Soxtcrrors, Sharon Grote Turner; Hare § Co. ; Helder, 
Roberts, Son, § Walton, for W. Morgan Griffiths, Carmarthen. 
[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
GEORGE (Appellant); CARPENTER (Respondent)—7th February. 


Fisuery Districr—Rzservorn—TrisuTary or River—Satmon FisHery 
Act, 1865—Fresuwater Fisnery Act, 1878. 


This was a special case stated by two justices for the county of Mont- 
gomery, and raised the question whether the Corporation of Liverpool, 
who had obtained statutory powers to erect a dam across a portion of 
the River Vyrnwy for the purpose of forming a reservoir, were entitled to 
say that the portion of the River Vyrnwy above the dam was taken out of 

, the district of the Severn Fishery Board. By a certificate of the Secretary 
of State the district of the Severn Fishery Board was in part defined as 
follows :—‘‘ So much of the Rivers Severn, Vyrnwy, and Teme and the 
tributaries of the River Severn as is situate within the county of Mont- 

mery.’’ In 1867 the district was extended to include so much of the 
tributaries of the Rivers Vyrnwy and Teme as was within the county cf 
Montgomery. In 1882 the district was further defined as including so 
much of the River Severn and all its tributaries as was within the county 
of Montgomery. In 1879 by a resolution of the Severn Fishery Board 
fishing for trout and char within the district of the board was permitted 
to any person obtaining a licence from the board. In 1880 the Corpora- 
tion of Liverpool obtained statutory powers by the Liverpool Corporation 
Waterworks Act, 1880, to construct a dam across the valley of the River 
Vyrnwy, and eo to form a reservoir for the purpose of sapplying Liverpool 
with water. The Bill of the corporation was opposed by the fishery board, 
but their opposition was withdrawn, and an agreement was entered into 
Ly the board with tho corporation on the 24th of June, 1880, by which 
certain payments were made by the corporation to the board. Section 36 
of the Act authorized the corporation to collect, divert, impound, and use 
all the waters of the River Vyrnwy and its tributaries above the dam. By 
section 37 as full compensation for taking the water of the River Vyrnwy 
the corporation were bound to permit a certain constant supply of water 
to flow, to be called the daily compensation water, and there was also to be 
a monthly supply of compensation water. By section 49 it was provided 
that except only as was by the Act expressly provided nothing contained 
in the Act should take away, lessen, prejudice, or alter any of the rights, 
owers, or privileges of the Severn Fishery Board. On the 30th of 
september, 1892, an information was preferred by the appellant, the water 
bailiff of the board, against the respondent charging him under section 35 
of the Salmon Fishery Act, 1865, as amended by section 7 of the Fresh- 
water Fishery Act, 1878, with fishing for trout within the Severn Fishery 
District without a licence. It was proved that on the day in question the 
respondent fished in the reservoir constructed by the Liverpool Corpora- 
tion in the River Vyrnwy, and that the respondent had no licence to fish 
within the Severn Fishery District. The justices dismissed the informa- 
tion, but stated this case for the opinion of the court. The questions for 
the court were : (1) Whether the said reservoir was a tributary of the River 

Severn within the meaning of the certificates defining the Severn 
Fishery District? (2) Whether the right to issue licences to fish for trout 
in the said reservoir had been extinguished by the agreement of 1880 and 
the Liverpool Corporation Waterworks Act, 1880, or either of them ? 

Tue Court (Lawrance and Corus, JJ.) upheld the decision of the 
justices, being of opinion that the reservoir was not a tributary of the 
River Severn. The case of Harbottle v. Terry (31 W. R. 289, 10 Q. B. D. 
131) was an authority which covered this case. The judges there said that 
a tributary implied a stream. This reservoir could not be said to be a 
stream. So much of the River Vyrnwy as was above the dam had 
ceased to be a tributary of the River Severn; but so far as it ran at all 
below the dam it remained a tributary. As the court had answered 
the first question in the negative, it was not necessary to consider the 
second question. Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Willis Bund; Joseph 
Walton, Q.C., and W. F. Taylor. Soxscrrors, Stallard § Turner, for John 
at jun., Worcester; Venn ¢ Co., for Atkinson, Town Clerk of Liver- 


poo. 


[Reported by F. O. Rosrysow, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
COLLINS v. COOPER—4th February. 


Prer oF LAND ALLOWING sucH GAmEs on nIs Lanp—No Payment 10 
Occurrern—Wuetuer such Games are A ‘“‘ Farr ’’—Watsatt Corrora- 
tron Act, 1890, s. 126. 

Appeal by case stated by the justices of Walsall, as to whether the 
a mart was properly convicted of holding a ‘‘fair’’ within the meaning 
of section 126 of the Walsall Corporation Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. cxxx.), 
which section providesas follows :—‘‘ If any person shall, without the licence 
of the corporation, on any land welousiar or reputed to belong to or 
occupied by him in any part of the borough, hold or permit to be held any 
market or fair, he shall be liable to a penalty not exceeding £50, or a 
daily penalty not exceeding £10.’ From the facts as stated in the special 
case it ap that three fairs are held each year at Walsall, one of 
which is held on the Tuesday preceding the 29th of September. The 
appellant, Collins, was the occupier of land in Walsall, and on the 24th, 
bth, and 27th September (the 27th being a regular fair day), he, without the 
licence of the corporation, brought and permitted other persons to bring 
on his land certain s -boats, roundabouts, shooting galleries, an elec- 
tric light apparatus, a wild beast show, a ghost exhibition, a baby show, 
and various contrivances for the amusement of the people. There was no 
evidence that the appellant received any money for the use of the land by 
the proprietors of these contrivances, nor was there any evidence that any 

s were offered for sale on the said land, or that there was any buying 
or selling of goods on the land. On this evidence the justices convicted 
the appellant of holding a fair on the land. The question now was 
whether this conviction was right. 

Feb. 4.—Brucsz, J., read the following judgment :—In this case we are 
asked whether, upon the facts stated, there was evidence before the justices 
of the holding of a fair by the defendant, in contravention of the 126th 
section of the Walsall Corporation Act, 1890. [His lordship read the sec- 
tion and stated the above thete.) In my opinion there was no evidence to 
justify this conviction. The word ‘‘fair’’ is a well-known term in law, 
and it is, so far as I can ascertain, always used in connection with the 
buying and selling of merchandise, cattle, or other commodities. Lord 
Coke, in commenting on the Statute of Westminster the First, speaks of a 
mart as a fair, and he suys that every fair is a market, but a market is nut 
a fair. It is said in the report on charters and records relating to the 
history of fairs and markets in the United Kingdom, referred to in the 
report of the Royal Commission on Market Rights, that the only distinc- 
tion between a market and a fair seems to be that fairs are larger than 
markets, and are held only on a few stated days of the year, whereas 
markets are held once a week or oftener. In the appendix to the report 
numerous instances are given of charters and records relating to fairs, and 
in all the cases I can find the right to hold a fair is a right to hold a fair 
for the buying and selling of goods or cattle. There is one case alluded 
to in the report where the Abbot of Abingdon was, in the Mth year of 
King John, summoned to shew what right he had in the fair of Haling- 
ford, which the Earl of Albemarle said was to the damage of his fair of 
Wanting, and the abbot pleaded that the gathering which he held was a 
wake and not a fair, yet he admitted that there was always selling and 
buying there. No doubt in connection with the great annual or 
quarterly fairs amusements and sports were provided for the people, but 
these were merely incident to the business of the fair. In modern times 
the commercial importance of fairs has greatly diminished, and the 
amusements which accompany the holding of fairs often excite more 
attention than the buying and selling. But it seems to me that this cir- 
cumstance does not alter the meaning of the word “ fair.’’ No doubt 
words may, and often do, undergo a change of meaning, but I cannot find 
any authority for the use of the word “‘fair”’ as applied to a wake, or a 
show, or an exhibition. _ A cattle fair still means a fair where cattle 
are sold, a fancy fair where fancy articles are sold. It is said that 
there are such things as pleasure fairs, but I am not sure that there is any 
such phrase in common use, but if there is it can, I think, only mean a 
fair at which toys, &c., are sold. From what I have said, I should 
think that if the word ‘‘fair’”’ stood alone in the Act of Parliament 
that it would not apply to a mere collection of contrivances for amusement. 
But the words used are any “ fair or market,” and the proximity of the 
word ‘‘ market’ emphasizes the sense in which the word “fair” is used. 
But the general scope of the series of the Acts of Parliament relating to the 
markets and fairs of Walsall leave, I think, little doubt as to the 
meaning of the word in the section in —. These fairs and markets 
held at Walsall have, since the year 1848, been the subject of legislation. 
[His lordship then referred to the earlier Acts.] The Act of 1890, the 
126th section of which creates the offence charged against the ap lant, 
contains, in the 125th section, an enactment that, in lieu of the tolls 
authorized by the Act of 1850, the corporation may receive tolls . . . 
from persons selling or exposing for sale animals or articles in any market 
or fair in the borough, or using or occupying any market premises. Then 
follow, in the schedule, tolls under three distinct headings—(1) tolls in the 
general market or fair; (2) fair ; (3) tolls in the cattle and pig market. It 
seems to me to be clear from the way in which in these Acts of Parliament 
the tolls to be taken in —— market and the fair are mentioned, that 
the word ‘‘ fair’’ is used in the sense as a mart ad ore for the 
selling of goods; and I think we cannot give to the word ‘‘fair’’ in the 
126th section a meaning different from that which it bears in the other 
sections of the same Act and in the earlier Acts. The whole drift of the 
legislation is, I think, the protection of rights in the nature of market 
rights. It was suggested that even if the acts of the appellant in themselves 
did not constitute an offence against the section, Jick as there was some 
buying and selling by other persons on the public highways near to this 
land, that the whole might be taken together and constitute a fair. But 
it is expressly found that the buying and —* the highways did not 
take place with his consent or connivance, and in that case he cannot be 
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I think a different question would have arisen if the corporation had 
sought to recover from the appellant tolls in respect of the vans, &c., 
on his land. It is enough for me to say that that question is not before us, 
and I give no opinion upon it. 

Lawrance, J., in differing from the above judgment, said that he took a 
broader and wider view of the meaning of the word “‘fair’’ in the section, 
and he held that it included such amusements as were in question in this 
case, and that consequently the appellant was rightly convicted. The 
junior judge withdrawing his judgment, the conviction stood.—Covnset, 
Disturnal ; Hugo Young. Sortcrrors, Bower, Cotton, § Bower, for John 
Cottrell, Walsall, and 7. W. Wright, Leicester; Sharpe § Co, for J. R. 
Cooper, Walsall. 


[Reported by Sir Surrston Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE GUARDIANS OF THE POOR OF THE COLCHESTER UNION +. 
MOY—13th February. 


TrusTeE—LIABILITY—TREASURER TO GUARDIANS OF THE Poor—Mowneys 
Lost THROUGH FaILuRE or BANK—NEcESSARY EMPLOYMENT OF ORDINARY 
Mercantite AGENT. 


The question raised in this case, which was tried before Charles, J., 
without a jury, was whether the defendant, the honorary treasurer to a 
of guardians, was personally liable for the loss of moneys received 
by him to the use of the guardians, such loss having arisen through the 
failure of a bank into which the treasurer had, according to the custom of 
previous treaeurers, paid the amounts received. The action was brought 
upon a bond given by the defendant and two sureties in November, 1887, 
for the faithful performance of his duties as treasurer to the guardians, 
and the payment to them of the balance of moneys in his hands from 
time to time. The duty of the defendant was to receive all moneys ten- 
dered to be paid to the guardians, and to pay out of all such moneys all 
orders drawn on him in respect of the union ; his services were gratuitous. 
It had been the practice—well known to the guardians—before the defend- 
ant’s appointment for the treasurer to keep the moneys collected for the 
dians in alternate years at the banks of Messrs. Round & Co. and 
essrs. Mills & Co., of Colchester. In accordance with this practice, the 
balance in the hands of Messrs. Round & Co. was in March, 1891, trans- 
ferred to Messrs. Mills & Co., the account being headed ‘‘ The Colchester 
Union.’’ Interest upon the balance in their hands was from time to time 
credited to this account by the bank. Into this account were paid the 
moneys collected for rates by the rate collectors, and also any sums re- 
ceived personally by the defendant on behalf of the guardians. A book 
called ‘* the treasurer’s book ’”’ was kept by the bank, and shewed all pay- 
ments in and out, and the account keptin this book was headed, ‘‘ account 
of receipts and payments on behalf of the guardians of the union for the 
half-year ending, &c.—Colchester Union.—Thomas Moy, treasurer.” 
Cheques were drawn by the guardians on the treasurer in tbe following 
form. ‘To , Esq., treasurer of the Guardians of the Poor of the 
Colchester Union in the county of Essex, at the banking-house of Messrs. 
& Co., Colchester. Pay to or order and charge 
the same to the account of the guardians (signed by chairman, c., of the 
board).’’ Messrs. Mills & Co. stopped payment in December, 1891, having 
then a balance of £4,511 due upon this account. The defendant, by agrec- 
ment with the guardians and without prejudice, proved against the estate 
of the bank in respect of this sum, and paid to the guardians the amount 
eo recovered. The guardians now sued for the balance which had been 
lost by reason of the failure of the bank. 


Cuartzs, J., in the course of a considered judgment said :—The first 
question which arises is whether at the date of the stoppage of the bank 
the account was the account of the defendant or of the plaintiffs. This is 
a question of fact, and I have come to the conclusion that in the 
circumstances proved the account was the guardians’. They really 
selected the bank, for the account was kept in rotation with the two 
Colchester banks with their entire approval and sanction. The defendant 
did not choose either banker. Moreover, the way in which the interest 
was dealt with points strongly to the account being really the guardians’ 
account. So also does the practice with regard to the treasurer’s book. 
It was not, it is true, an ordinary pass-book, but it was used as such 
between the guardians and the bank week by week. On the other hand, 
the official forms point to the account being the treasurer’s, but I do not 
think that in this instance they countervail the inference which I ought to 
draw from (among the other circumstances mentioned) the guardians’ 
receiving interest on the account. No one ever receives interest on a 
banking account except the person whose account it is. A similar case to 
the 7 was that of Zhe Guardians of the Halifax Union v. Wheelwright 
(23 W. R. 704, L. R. 10 Ex. 183) many of the observations of the court 
in the judgment in that case applying to the present one. If I am 
correct in my conclusion that the account was the guardians’ account, 
the defendant is not liable in this action, and the guardians must bear the 
loss caused by the failure of the bank. But, assuming that the account is 
the treasurer’s and not the guardians’, the second question has to be 
determined, Is the defendant even in that case liable? Iam of opinion 
that he is not. Here again the case that I have referred to appears to be 
almost decisive. The court there considered the same question, and 
decided it in favour of the treasurer. In the course of the judgment the 
court thus express themselves :—“‘ It may also further be said that if the 
account must be regarded as the account of the treasurer with the bank, 
still it was an account kept by him with this bank by the order of the 
plaintiffs, and they ought not, therefore, to make a claim which he could 
not have enforced against the bank.’’ In the present case I think it clear 
that the account was kept at Messrs. Mills’s by what was equivalent to 
the plaintiffs’ order. But apart from this authority, it appears to me that 
the position of an honorary treasurer—one who takes no profit from the 


moneys deposited with him—is analogous to that of a trustee or receiver. 
Such a person, whether he be paid or not, it would seem—but certainly if he 
is unpaid and is in the strictest sense a trustee only—is not responsible fora 
loss incurred without default on his part through the necessary employ- 
ment of an ordinary mercantile agent. The principles which regulate 
such @ case are referred to by Lord Selborne, L.C., in Speight v. Gaunt (32 
W. R. 435, 9 App. Cas. 1) as ‘‘ well settled.”’ ‘‘In the early case of Ez 
parte Belchier (Amb. 218), before Lord Hardwicke,’’ he remarks, ‘‘ it was 
determined that trustees are not bound personally to transact such busi- 
ness connected with, or arising out of, the proper duties of their trust as, 
according to the usual mode of conducting business of a like nature, 
persons acting with reasonable care and prudence on their own account 
would ordinarily conduct through mercantile agents; and that when, 
according to the usual course of such business, moneys receivable or pay- 
able ought to pass through the hands of such mercantile agents, that 
course may properly be followed by trustees, though the moneys are trust 
moneys; and that if under such circumstances, and without any other 
misconduct or default on the part of the trustees, a loss takes place through 
any fraud or neglect of the agents employed, the trustees are not liable to 
make good such loss. That authority has ever since been followed.’’ 
Lord Blackburn, in the same case, says:—‘‘ The authorities cited by the 
late Master of the Rolls I think shew that as a general rule a trustee suffi- 
ciently discharges his duty if he takes, in managing trust affairs, all those 
precautions which an ordinary prudent man of business would take in 
managing similar affairs of his own. I think the case of Er parte 
Belchier establishes the principle that, where there is a usual course of 
business, the trustee is justified in following it, though it may be such 
that there is some risk that the property may be lost by the dishonesty 
or insolvency of an agent employed.” Lord Fitzgerald says :—‘‘I 
accept it as settled law that, although a trustee cannot delegate to 
others the confidence reposed in himself, nevertheless, he may, in 
the administration of the trust fund, avail himself of the agency of 
third parties, such as bankers, brokers, and others, if he does so from a 
moral necessity or in the regular course of business. If a loss to the trust 
fund should be occasioned thereby, the trustee will be exonerated unless 
some negligence or default of his has led to that result.’’ Now here the 
treasurer in the regular course of business kept the moneys which he 
received, and for which he was accountable, ata bank. It wasa usual 
and wise course to adopt ; one which, indeed, may almost be described as 
necessary, and was certainly the act of a careful and prudent man. I 
think, therefore, that the principles laid down in Speight v. Gaunt are 
applicable. It is contended, however, that the rules which regulate the 
relations between a treasurer and board of guardians make a difference, 
and that the bond given by the defendant in accordance with Article 184 
of the Poor Law Orders of the 24th of July, 1847, imposes on him an 
absolute liability to pay, when required, the whole of the moneys which 
he has placed to his account at the bank. But I do not think that the 
terms of the bond enlarge the treasurer’s liability. It is true that it 
provides for the payment of the balance ‘‘ then remaining in the hands of 
or due from him’’; but the bond is given according to Article 184 for the 
‘*due and faithful performance ’’ of his duties. In the events which have 
happened he has, in my opinion, duly and faithfully performed his duties, 
and the bond does not extend the measure of his responsibility. He is 
bound to pay over on request the moneys ‘‘due from him.’’ But the 
amount now sued for is not legally ‘‘due from him.’’ It has been lost 
through no fault of his by the insolvency of the agent to whom he had 
properly intrusted it. The guardians can only get back from him what 
he can get back from the bank. My judgment is accordingly for the 
defendant, with costs.—Counsgt, Channell, Q.C., and Lyon; Meadows 
White, Q.C., and Eustace Smith. Soricrrors, Beaumont § Co. ; C. Fitch, 


{Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ex parte HUGHES, Re HUGHES—O. A. No. 1, 17th and 28th March. 


Bankruptcy—Act or BANKRUPTCY—ASSIGNMENT OF PROPERTY FOR BENEFIT 
or CREDITORS GENERALLY—ASSIGNMENT OF ALL Property ExcEPT LEAsR- 
HOLDS—DecLaration or Trust or LEAszEHoLDS—Banxkrvptcy Act, 1883, 
8. 4, sUB-sECTION 1 (a). 

This was an appeal of Hughes, the debtor, from an order of the Divi- 
sional Court (Vaughan Williams and Collins, JJ.), ante, p. 286, confirming 
a receiving order which had been made against the debtor in the Swansea 
County Court, The act of bankruptcy alleged in the petition was that 
the debtor had made an assignment of his property to trustees for the 
benefit of his creditors generally, within the meaning of section 4, sub- 
section 1 (a), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The deed in question, after 
reciting that the debtor was justly and truly indebted to the persons and 
firms therein mentioned, who were creditors of the debtor in the several 
sums of money set opposite their names in the schedule, and had proposed 
and agreed to convey and assign all and singular his property and effects 
unto the trustees upon the trusts specified, witneesed that the debtor 
thereby granted and conveyed unto the trustees ‘‘all and every his free- 
hold and copyhold messuages, lands, tenements, and all other his heredi- 
taments and premises whatsoever and wheresoever, except leaseholds,’’ and 
assigned all his stock in trade, chattels, &c., and ‘‘all personal estate, 
except leaseholds,’”” to hold, &. The deed further contained the 
provision :—‘‘ Provided always, and it is hereby declared, that the debtor 
shall stand possessed of all leaseholds and leasehold interests in trust for 
and to convey and assure the same as the trustees shall from time to time 
direct.’’ The value of the whole property was £3,625, and the leaseholds 





by themselves were valued at £925. On behalf of the appellant it was 
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contended that this assignment was, by reason of the provision as to the 
leaseholds, not an assignment of substantially the whole of the debtor's 
property, and, therefore, did not amount to an act of bankruptcy, and the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Ex parte Foley, Re Spackman (38 W. R. 
497, 24 Q. B. D. 728), was cited in support of that contention. At the 
conclusion of the arguments the court took time to consider their judg- 
ment. 

March 28.—Tuz Covar (Linptey and Loprss, L.JJ., Lord Esuer, M.R., 
dissenting) dismissed the appeal. 

The judgment of Lord Esuer, M.R. (which was read by Linpzev, L.J.) 
was as follows: —In Ex parte Foley, Re Spackman the court thought 
itself bound, in the first place, to construe section 4, sub-section 1 (a), of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and then to apply it to the facts of the case. 
The court first determined the rule of construction, and held that it was to 
be a rule of strict construction, because it dealt with an enactment castin 
an incapacity of managing his own affairs upon the person to be decla 
a bankrupt. Asa result of this rule of construction the court held that 
the words ‘‘ conveyance or assignment ’’ of the debtor’s property must be 
confined to such an act as in ordimary legal language would amount to an 
assignment or conveyance of the property dealt with, and that a contract 
or covenant to deal with property in a particular way, or a declaration of 
trust affecting property in a particular way, are not in ordinary le 
language a conveyance or assignment of that property. This construction 
of the section was the foundation of the judgment elaborately reasoned by 
Fry, L.J., and clearly stated, I think, by Lopes, L J., and myself. It was 
further stated, or was the necessary result of the rule of construction 
relied on, that the whole of the debtor’s property must be dealt with b. 
such an assignment or conveyance as was described in the judgments. 
cannot retract from the rule of construction, or the co uent con- 
struction of the section, determined in that case. Applying them to the 
present case, it seems to me that although a part of the property of the 
debtor was within the meaning of the section “‘ assigned or conveyed,” yet 
that a material, substantial part was not so assigned or conveyed, and 
therefore that the only act of bankruptcy relied upon before us to support 
the receiving order was not made out. Itis not enough to say that the 
debtor dealt with the whole of his property; it is necessary to make out 
that he dealt with the whole of it by assigning or conveying the whole of 
it. I think the appeal ought to be allowed. 

Linptey, L.J., read a judgment in which, after referring to the 
visions of the deed, he said that the only question was whether the 
was *‘a conveyance or assignment’’ of the debtor’s property to trustees 
for the benefit of his creditors generally. The appeliant contended that it 
was not, because the leaseholds were not conveyed or assigned, and he 
relied on Ex parte Foley, Re Spackman as an authority in his favour. The 
statute spoke of a conveyance or assignment to trustees, and those words 
had to be applied to all kinds of property. What was theirmeaning when 
applied to property, which in practice was seldom, if ever, conveyed or 
assigned to trustees in the strict technical sense? Were the words to be 
construed as extending to and as including the various methods of deali 
with such property to which conveyancers usually had recourse, although 
such methods were not conveyances or assignments in the proper sense of 
those terms? Or were the words in question to be construed strictly in 
their proper sense, so as to exclude their equivalents in a business point of 
view? His lordship did not think the latter could be their proper con- 
struction. In order to protect trustees from the burdens which would be 
imposed on them by an assignment of leaseholds, conveyancers seldom, 
if ever, assigned leaseholds to trustees. They had recourse to a 


ro- 


declaration of trust instead of an assignment. The same mode of deal- 
ing with them was adopted when leaseholds could not be assigned without 
the licence of the lessor, and his licence could not readily procured. 


Any conveyancer instructed to prepare a conveyance or assignment by a 
debtor of all his property to trustees for the benefit of his creditors would 
draw the deed in the form most appropriate to the various kinds of 
property to which the deed was intended to apply. A properly drawn 
deed for such a purpose would contain a grant of the debtor's freehold 
property, a covenant to surrender his copyhold property (if he had any), 
an assignment of his debts, stocks, funds, and securities, and a covenant 
or trust binding him to deal with his onerous og “hers , his leaseholds 
and shares liable to calls—as the trustees should irect. Such a deed 
in such a form would, in his opinion, clearly be in ordinary legal 
parlance a conveyance or assignment by the debtor of his property 
to trustees for the benefit of his creditors, although, if its various re 
were analyzed, it would be found that the legal estate in some of the 
property still remained in the debtor. His lordship could not entertain 
a doubt that such a deed in such a form would answer the description of a 
‘* conveyance or assignment” within the true meaning of those words as 
used in section 4, sub-section 1 (a), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883 ; or that the 
deed executed by the debtor in this case was a conveyance or assignment 
within that section. But it was said that Ex parte Foley was inconsistent 
with this view. He could not so re it. In that case there was 
nothing whatever which, by any stretch of imagination, could be regarded 
as a conveyance or assignment in any sense whatever. An attempt was 


made to spell out of some correspondence a trust for creditors, and the 
court held that, if there was enough to create such a trust, yet there 
Was no euch conveyance or assignment as was contempla by the 


statute. The court was not considering the meaning of convey- 
ance or assignment as applied to leasehold property, and although there 
were some observations to the effect that a mere declaration of trust was 
not a conveyance or assignment within the a of the enactment in 
question, he could not think that those observations were intended to 
apply, or ought to be treated as applying, to a formal conveyance or 


assignment by a debtor of all his property, except leaseholds, to trustees 
for the benefit of his creditors, and a govenant or declaration of trust by 








which his leaseholds were to be held and disposed of for their benefit also. 
The decision itself was quite right, but to decide that this deed was not an 
act of bankruptcy, and to hold that Ez parte compelled the court so to 
decide, would, in his opinion, be quite wrong. appeal was an ti- 
ment, made to induce the court to hold that a deed, which had 

regarded as an act of bankruptcy ever since bankruptcy laws had existed, 
was not to be so regarded any longer. He could find no trace of any 
—— to alter the law to that extent, and the appeal ought to be 


Lorrs, L.J., in the course of a written pe, said that this case 
was distinguishable from Ex parte Foley. was in that case no 
instrument under seal, no conveyance, no assignmen’ 
those words ; here there was an t under seal and an assignment. 
But there were observations in that case, to which his lordship was a 
party, which, it was said, were unnecessary for the decision of that 
case, and which went too far. After a very careful consideration of 
the matter he had come to the conclusion that the court in that 
case had put too strict and too narrow an interpretation on the 
words ‘conveyance and assignment.” He thought they ought to be 
construed with reference to the particular property to dealt with ; 
and by the light of the language and practice of conveyancers. If 
instructions had been given to a competent conveyancer to convey and 
assign all the property of a debtor to a trustee for the benefit of his 
creditors, part of that property being leaseholds subject to onerous 
covenants, and subject to a provision assignment without the 
licence of the landlord, he would have prepared an instrument similar to 
the deed in the present case, and he would have called that instrument an 
assignment. If it were held that this document were not an assignment 
within the Act, the court would be holding that a deed in the most 
effectual way denuding, and intended to denude, the debtor of all his 

roperty was not an act of bankruptcy. That would be a reaction on the 
jm tcy law which he did not think was intended by the ———-> 
and in his opinion the appeal ought to be dismissed. Appeal dismissed. 
—CounsEL, Cooper Willis, BC. and F. Cooper Willis; Herbert Reed, QC., 
and Cluer. Soxrsicrrors, Thomas, Metcalfe, ¢ Sharpe, for Leyson, Swansea ; 
Robbins, Billing, § Co., for Daniell § Thomas, Camborne. 

[Reported by F, O. Ronrxsox, Barrister-at-Law. | 








Solicitors’ Cases. 
SCHMETTEN v. FAULKS—Chitty, J., 29th March, 


Sottcrrorn—Ex parte Morron—UNDERTAKING IN DAMAGES —SuPPRESSION OF 
Marerrat Fact—Unvertakine Wortuiess—Liasiuiry or Sonicrror. 


Application that the costs of an abandoned motion be paid by the 
plaintiff’s solicitor | waren and for Sones. The solicitor had in- 
structed counsel to obtain ex parte an interim injunction to restrain a sale 
by auction of certain wines, and had allowed the usual undertaking in 
damages to be given. He did not mention the fact that bankruptcy 
proceedings were pending against the plaintiff, thinking such fact im- 
material, as he was himself the petitioner, and thought he had control 
over the proceedings. A receiving order was in fact made the day after 
the ex parte injunction was ted. The damages consisted of certain 
fees which had to be paid to the auctioneer, although the sale did not take 
place. The solicitor gave evidence entirely negativing any suggestion of 
mala fides. 

Curry, J., said he was satisfied that the solicitor did not mean to 
deceive the court. He had eo that the bankruptcy petition would be 
adjourned. His lordship would put the point as leniently as ble, and 
call it a mere error of judgment. But it was a serious error for the other 
side. He mat eelee Eo le that those who came to the court 
on ex parte applications must shew the highest good faith and keep back 
nothing material from the court. What was material was for the court to 
judge, and if a man chose to act on his private opinion that a certain fact 
was immaterial, he did soat hisownrisk. Practitioners were fully aware of 
this, and always acted with the utmost bee ang 5 An error had, however, 
been committed in this case. If his lo p been told of the bank- 
ruptcy petition, he would not have granted the injunction, unless money 
was paid into court to cover damages. In the event the undertaking for 
damages was worthless. His lordship assessed the damages at seven 
guineas, and ordered the solicitor to pay the costs as between solicitor and 
client of the motion and of this application.—Counsgt, 0. E. EB. Jenkins ; 
Byrne, Q.C., and Wilkinson. Soxrscrrors, Thomas Ingle ; Richard Davies. 

[Reported by G. Row.axp Aston, Barrister-at-Law.]) 








The Daily News states that his Honour J Paterson has been ap- 
pointed to succeed Dr. J. T. Abdy as judge of the Essex county courts. 

The following are the ts made by the j of the Queen’s 
Bench Division for constitu’ their courts during the ensuing Easter 
Sittings—viz. : Two courts will be formed to sit in Banco daily, the first of 
which will consist of Wills and Charles, JJ., and the second of Vaughan 
Williams and Bruce, JJ. The following judges will and common 
and non-j actions; Lord , C.J., and Hawkins, ponies | Day, 
Grantham, —— Collins, Pe anaes and “¢- ee x 
will sit at the to try on common : 
and Wright, J., will sit as an additional judge of the Chanceiy Eavasten, 
Mathew, J., will be the judge at chambers, 
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THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY ON COMPUL- 
SORY REGISTRATION OF TITLE. 


Tue new report on officialism just issued by the Council of the Incor- 
pao Law Society contains the following observations on the above 
subject :— 

Another illustration of the consequences of establishing a department 
which does not pay its way and cannot subsequently be dispensed with 
is afforded by the office of Land Registry, which for many years has been 
a failure financially. The office was established on a voluntary basis by 
the Land Transfer Acts of 1862 and 1875, and has been open to all who 
chose to make use of it. After a long trial, the public have declined 
to adopt the system, the average annual registrations recently only 
amounting to eighteen, and many titles which had been registered being 
afterwards withdrawn by the landowners from the registry after all the 
expense and trouble of registration had been incurred. For many years 
the Land Transfer Office was a burden on the public exchequer, as is 
shewn by the Parliamentary return of June 3, 1890. From 1883 to 1886 
the annual expenditure for salaries and expenses averaged £5,266, while 
the average annual receipts for fees amounted to only £834. Since 
1888 the annual receipts have been increased and now appear to 
balance the ese but this is attributable to the fact that by the 
Land Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888, and the two Middlesex 
Registry Acts of 1891, the Land Registry Office has acquired the keeping of 
the registers of all writs, orders, and land charges under the Land Charges 
Act, and the whole of the Middlesex Registry business. The fees acquired 
in respect of this business have, for the present, more than balanced the 
expenditure and receipts of the office. The Land Charges Act, 1888, as 
introduced into Parliament provided for the new registers to be kept, in 
common with other similar lists, in the Central Office with official searches, 
which would have reduced the expense of searches in connection with 
urchases and sales of land. This benefit to the owners and lessees of 
land and to the profession was sacrificed, in order that the deficient 
income of the Land Registry Office might be subsidized. Moreover the fees 
rescribed for registration of land charges might have been much reduced 
if the work had remained in the Central Office, for experience shews that 
they far exceed the actual expense of registration. It was stated in the 
case of The Queen v. The Vice-Registrar of the Land Registry (24 Q. B. D. 
178), where the obligation to register one class of land charges was in dis- 
pute, that the fees from that class alone and in one town alone might 
amount to no less than £250 per annum. The dangers arising from 
allowing an official system which does not pay to support itself by appro- 
priating the profits of other official work is well illustrated in this instance. 
An annual expenditure—even of some thousands per annum—on an 
office which the public do not use is, however, a small matter as compared 
with the enormous loss which would fall upon the owners and lessees of 
houees and land in England if a system of registered titles were made 
compulsory. This system of compulsion has recently been more than once 
ant. and Bills having that object in view have been introduced into 
Parliament and have received considerable support. When, however, 
the facts came to be looked into, and the owners and lessees of houses 

and land realized that such legislation would inflict an enormous loss and 
expense upon them, it became evident that the project would meet with 
decided and very general opposition. Landowners saw the force of the 
— that if registration were beneficial the public would adopt it 
voluntarily, and that compulsory registration would not only be unjust, 
but unnecessary, if the voluntary system could be shewn to be 
advantageous. Moreover, a great number of landowners have no 
desire to sell their estates, and many, as, for instance, the railway 
companies, have no power to do so; the expense involved in com- 
pulsory registration would in such cases be simply a contribution to a 
public —_o which could be of no postible benefit to the land- 
owner. The main cause, however, of the failure of the existing Land 
Registry is, shortly, that the system does not fulfil the promise of easy 
and cheap transfer of land, on the faith of which it was established. It 
has notwithstanding been proposed to force this system upon landowners 
and purchasers of land by the irresistible power of Parliament. The 
experiment has probably cost the public, since 1862, more than £50,000, 
in addition to the great and continuing loss inflicted on the community by 
the forcible diversion of the land charges fees and Middlesex Registry 
fees to the support of an office with which they have no proper connec- 
tion. But the cost of a compulsory experiment throughout the country 
would be incalculably greater. he capital value of real property in 
England can hardly be satisfactorily estimated ; but in a Treasury minute, 
presented to the House of Commons in 1885, the gross capital value of 
real property in the United Kingdom was estimated at £3,778,437,000. 
This vast property is used in the most various ways—in agriculture, 
railways, waterworks, manufactories, mines, harbours and docks, and 
other public works, as well as for rural and urban dwellings. The persons 
interested, as freehold owners, leaseholders, and occupying tenants, are 
innumerable, and the constant dealings with their separate interests are 
so frequent and intricate as almost to defy computation. These trans- 
actions, in which despatch is often of the greatest importance, form the 
daily work of professional men scattered over England, whose number 
exceeds 15,000. They are, according to the Land Transfer Bills, to be 
transacted compulsorily in a Government office. To those who are 
practically acquainted with the business it will appear impossible that any 
office, however amply provided, and however wi ely spread all over the 
country, could scope successfully with business so great, so intricate, and 
so pressing ; but, if it were possible, still an army of able and well-paid 
officials would be required. In addition to the grave objections inherent 
in such a scheme there remains the general objection that it is not ex- 


— or in accordance with public policy, that work at present per- 
‘ormed satisfactorily by —— individuals, selected and trusted by the 
parties interested, should be compulsorily handed over to an official 
department. The facts as to the Middlesex Registry are as follows :—On 
the death of the late Lord Truro, a sinecure office, which had cost the 
owners and lessees of houses aud land in Middlesex about £10,000 a year, 
dropped, and the opportunity might have been taken to afford them con- 
siderable relief, but unfortunately the office of the Land Registry was in 
existence, and the keeping of the Middlesex Registry, of which the 
duties had previously been performed with ay a sub-official at a 
comparatively small salary, was handed over to that department. The 
obvious motive for this transfer was to give the profits of the Middlesex 
Registry to the Land Registry, whose proper business had failed to pro- 
vide an adequate sum for the support of the establishment. If this 
motive had not existed, a substantial amount might have been remitted 
in fees, and the public might have received the full benefit of the saving 
due to the cessation of the sinecure office. To put the matter shortly, 
the owners and lessees of houses and land of Middlesex are taxed heavily 
to contribute to the maintenance of the Land Registry to the extent of 
£8,000 per annum. Whenever land registration has been tried in Eng- 
land, whether under the form established by the Land Registry Acts or in 
the case of the Middlesex and Yorkshire Registries, the system has caused 
much expense and delay with little, if any, compensating advantage. It 
may, indeed, well be doubted whether the existing Middlesex and York- 
shire Registries benefit the owners and lessees who are compelled to use 
them. They cause an additional expense upon every transaction; an 
expense which is not mcurred when dealing with land outside the register 
districts. The Middlesex Registry alone, which is now absorbed by 
the Land Registry Office, is, after paying all the office expenses, now pro- 
ducing a net profit to the State of about £8,000 a year, and it is notorious 
that for many years the fees habitually charged in that office were 
largely in excess of what could be legally demanded. Even assuming 
the desirability of continuing the Middlesex Registry, it is not just 
that a profit of this kind should be made out of owners and lessees of land 
in one county. If they are still to be compelled to register their deeds 
they ought in justice only to be charged the actual expense of such regis- 
tration. The fact that so large a profit is being made shews that the fees 
still charged are excessive. A deputation of members of Parliament and 
others, anxious to have the fees reduced, were on June 13, 1892, officially 
informed that in course of time it was probable that a general system of 
land registration would be created throughout the country, and that the 
appropriation of the money in the manner proposed would be a difficulty 
in the way of carrying out such ascheme. It is assumed that this meant 
compulsory registration, since it has been proved over and over again that 
landowners will not voluntarily register; and it seems difficult to conceive 
how such a suggestion can have seemed just, except to persons bent on 
pushing the official system at any price. The Middlesex Registry is a 
record of deeds, not titles. A large majority of the persons who use the 
register, and best able to judge, have expressed an opinion that the 
registry is not beneficial and should be abolished. Again the profit of 
£8,000 per annum in question is principally derived from transfers of lease- 
hold interests. In these days of agitation for relief of leaseholders from 
public burdens it seems incredible that any system of compulsory official- 
ism could have been permitted to lay hands on so large a revenue, as the 
fruit of excessive taxation on the land of one particular county, for the 
avowed purpose of upholding and extending a further system of officialism 
for the kingdom generally, which system the owners of property will not 
accept unless under compulsion. It is to be hoped that the Middlesex 
rofits, which ought (as the late Chancellor of the Exchequer thought) no 
onger to have been exacted after the sinecure ceased by death in 1891, 
will not permanently be diverted to the support or extension of the 
officialism of the Land Registry, or, as has even been suggested, to the 
still more foreign object of a recreation ground for a district. 
Another dangerous extension of the Land Registry, also in connection 
with the Middlesex Registry, calls for notice. Official advertisements 
have from time to time appeared that purchasers and mortgagees of lands 
and houses in Middlesex cannot safely proceed without a search in the 
Land Registry. There appears to be some ground for this warning, for 
under clause 14 of the Schedule to the Land Registry (Middlesex Deeds) 
Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 64), any purchaser may, instead of register- 
ing his purchase deed in the Middlesex Registry as hitherto, apply under 
the Land Transfer Act, 1875, for registration with a possessory title, and 
then, by the rule in question, registration in the Middlesex Registry shall 
be unnecessary. It follows that purchasers and mortgagees of houses and 
land in Middlezex must now, before completing, search both registers; in 
other words, the apparent owner, according to the Middlesex Registry, 
may have conveyed the property to some other person without any entry 
being made on the Mid x Register. The necessity for double searches 
with double fees is thus inflicted on all persons acquiring freehold or lease- 
hold lands or houses in Middlesex. The man tt of this change will be 
seen when it is remembered that it affects the title to the half of London. 
The system now introduced tends to confuse both the registers; it is 
deceptive, and creates confusion and uncertainty and an opening for 
fraud. The change, however, illustrates once more the persistent inten- 
tion on the part of the Land Registry Office to push its business by any 
means and at any cost. 


After ref to the course pursued with reference to the Small Agri- 


erring 
cultural Holdings Act, 1892, the report proceeds :— 

The difficulties in the way of any system of registration of title to land 
are inherent in the subject-matter. The compulsory bringing to trial of 
the infinite and often dormant questions affecting the ownership of land, 
its boundaries, and the incidental rights and obligations attaching to it, 





would constitute a grievous public injury. In very numerous cases there 
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is no wish to transfer land or buildings, but a continuous ownership is 
alone desired —as in the case of railways, docks, mills, breweries, and other 
corporations and companies, and of partnership or family property—and 
in these cases there will be no advantage whatever to the comamunity or to 
the owners in enforcing registration. There can be little doubt that 
schemes of land registration have their origin in that oft-exploded fiction 
that land can and ought to be as easily transferred as Consols and shares. 
To a lawyer or any other person accustomed to dealings in landed estates 
or house property such an idea can only be regarded as absurd. As was 
forcibly pointed out in a paper read by Mr. Howlett at the Social Science 
Congress in 1875, there is scarcely any point of similarity between stock 
and land, and it would therefore be unreasonable to expect that they could 
be transferred by similar modes of conveyance. Consols have no actual 
existence except upon paper. They have no boundaries, no ancient or 
modern lights, no party walls, no rights of way or passage, of common or 
pasturage, no mines or minerals underlying them, they are subject to no 
tenancies for years or at will, to no easements, nor to land tax, succession 
duty, tithe,.quit rents, heriots, rates, or assessments. They cannot be of 
freehold, copyhold, or leasehold tenure, nor affected by building or other 
express or implied covenants. Land may, however, be subject to all or 
any of these incidents, and no system of registration of titles could lessen 
or eimplify them. Indeed by the Land Transfer Act of 1875 it was 
proposed simply to disregard most of them, and to transfer the land 
subject to such rights as might exist, the result being that, with regard to 
land on the register, exactly the same evidence as to these incidents (which 
in perbaps the majority cf cases cause the greater part of the trouble and 
delay attending the transfer of real property) has to be obtained as if the 
title were unregistered. Any arrangement, therefore, made by the parties 
toa sale, mortgage, or other transaction as to any of these incidents would 
have to be embodied in a separate deed, and further expense would thus 
be occasioned. 

The following summary of objections to any attempt to establish a 
general Land Registry on a compulsory basis may be found useful, al- 
though it is by no means exhaustive. 


I.—As toa Land Register generally. 


1. The existing Land Regictry, after thirty years’ experience has proved 
a complete failure, and could only be made workable by being placed in 
the hands of qualified persone practically acquainted with conveyancing 
and land dealing. 

2. It has been a constant financial burden to the country, which has 
only recently been remedied, first by adding to it business which does not 
properly belong to it, and secondly by maintaining the excessive fees 
charged for registering Middlesex deeds. 

3. Only an infinitesimal number of landowners have availed themselves 
of the existing registry, shewing that the system does not answer. And 
a considerable number of titles have actually been taken off a ey 
by the proprietors after the expense of registration had been inc > 

4. The private transactions of the parties, and in particular the price 
they pay for or borrow on their property, ought not, without an overpower- 
ing reason, to be compulsorily entered upon a general register, or pos- 
sibly local registers, not guarced as are the confidential dealings of privare 
solicitors. 

5. The expense of a general register would be enormous. 

6. No general system would be workable unless detailed plans were 
made of tbe whole country, the scale of which would in most cases have 
to be far larger than the largest scale of the existing Ordnance Survey. 

7. Provincial register offices would have to be established throughout the 
kingdom, and large staffs of ekilled assistants engaged. However objec- 
tionable the system might prove, these officials could not be discharged 
without proper compensation being made to them. 

Note.—The last four reasons were enunciated with great force by the 
late Lord St. Leonards in his Handy Book on Property Law. The stro: 
objections which that great authority entertained to even a permissive lan: 

istry are well known. 

8. The delay and trouble which the present system involves are in- 
separable from any scheme of land registry. 

9. An application to register with an absolute title necessitates an in- 
quiry into title, and would frequently e technical difficulties or ob- 
jections of which no one would otherwise have been aware, and which in 
time might have disappeared by mere length of possession. Dormant and 
paras gto claims, giving rise to expensive litigation, would thus be 
fo into active operation. It happens very agers | that land is 
purchased or held under special conditions of title, which the registrar 
could not pass. And even for registration, with a merely penay title, 
great accuracy of detail is needed, and the cost and trouble are much the 
same as on preparing for a sale by auction. 

10. Any register of title, even if it could be started in perfection, could 
vith great difficulty, if at all, be maintained, and must almost of neces- 
tity fall into a state of confusion. Already instances have occurred of A. 
being registered as absolute statutory owner of land belonging to B. 
Dealin with land are by no means confined to simple purchase deeds, 
but include legal and equitable mo , wills, and 
many other modes of disposition. Moreover, landed properties are con- 
tinually being amalgamated and subdivided, and different persons are 
often interested in the surface of the land and in the mines underneath it 
and in sporting and manorial rights. 

11. If trusts may be entered on the register, a process on the part of 
the registrar little short of an administration suit will in many cases be 
required to determine whether those trusts are determined. If no notice 
is to be taken of trusts, facilities for fraudulent dealing with trust pro- 
perty may be afforded. Moreover, in the latter case the register will, so 

as regards a very large proportion of the total quantity of land, be 
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illusory, as only the nominal owner of the land will be shewn, and not the 
persons who are really interested in it. 

12. The scheme of land registry is Segue by the large majority 
of practical men who have had experience of it in the past, and are in the 
best position to judge as to its success in the future. That their opinion 
fn 3 thes the olen et / . register all the dase me be ers 
ac attempt to in would bring an 
erect re a ae ot ee 

. A large portion the coun at comparati 
short intervals either to devisees by the Fagg poet they ry od 
at-law upon intestacies. At t such devisees or heirs enter upon 
their property without any leah pou but if a register is adopted 
devolution by will or intestacy must be entered on the register, and 
expsnee caused to the at a time when he has succession duties 
and other expenees to . 

14. In the enormous number of transactions which would 
registration (they have been estimated at 1,000 per day, or 300, 
annum) some mistakes must necessarily occur on the part of the authori! 
persons not entitled to property would uently be registered as 
the proprietors of it. Who have to bear the of such mistakes— 
the unfortunate person who lost bis land, or the country to whose servant 
the mistake was attributable ° 


II.—Special objections to a compulsory registration. 

15. Most of the above objections will apply with twofold force if land- 
owners are compelled to register their titles against their will. 

16. Any such scheme must necessarily be represented as intended to 
benefit landowners. But that class know their interests best, and have 
almost unanimously refused to avail themselves of the existing Land 
Registry. It would therefore be most inequitable to force it on them 
compulsorily. 

17. Registration could not possibly benefit the existing proprietor. He 
holds his land upon his own title, which registration could not improve ; 
while, on the other hand, it ht disclose technical difficulties and 
objections. Why, therefore, should he be ——— to incur the expense, 
trouble, and risk of tration for no possible fit to himself ? 

18. The same objections apply if it is proposed to compel registration at 
tho next devolution of title, and to cast the expense upon the purchaser. 
Whether the title of the land he buys is good or 4 oy to objection, it 
canuot be improved by registration ; and if it be bad, he is not obliged to 
complete his purchase. Why, therefore, should he be saddled with the 
expense of a registration which can be of no benefit to him ? 

19. If registration in any form is good or useful, landowners may safely 
be trusted to avail themselves of it voluntarily, and no compulsion can be 
necessary. Compulsion is either unnecessary or unjust. 

20. If registration be made compulsory, landowners will be at the 
mercy of the authorities as to fees, and the registry will certainly be 
worked so as to secure a large revenue. At present, if a landowner wishes 
for a tem loan from his bankers, he can have it by a simple — 
of his title deeds, without legal costs, and if the loan be temporary, without 
any — document whatever or stamp. If the land be registered, notice 
of the loan must be noted on the register, and for this the eame heavy fee 
is exacted as on a formal m % 

21. The advantage to a purchaser of oe with an absolute title 
is, that future investigation into the back title is avoided. But, to secure 
this, the owner will be greatly ham in all dealings with his. land by 
the necessity of recourse to the office. He will be subject to heavy fees, 
which, while his land is unregistered, he escapes, and he will find it im- 
possible to induce officials, either to move as quickly or to take as much 
trouble to meet his wishes as his private solicitor would have done. 
ustice provide for all loss to owners 

w or of fact, the land itself being 
rovide this compensa- 
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22. A compulsory system must in 

from mistakes of the officials, either of 
restored to the true owner. Either the State must 
tion, or an additional tex must be imposed on all 


the kingdom for an insurance fund. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Frepenick Coorsr, solicitor, Henley-on-Thames, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Cooper was admitted in July, 
9. 


1879. He is clerk to the borough and county magistrates. 
Mr. Punir Henry Cxamrsrnowne, B.A. Oxon., solicitor, 3, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields, W.C., bas Commissioner for Oaths. Me. 


a 
Champernowne was admitted in October, 1886. 


Mr. Geoncz Atexanper Cotiysr, solicitor, St. Mary Axe, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Collyer was admitted in 
March, 1886. 


Mr. James Ley Dovetas, solicitor, 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
ber, 1886. 


Market Harborough, has been ap- 
Mr. Douglas was admitted in Decem- 


GENERAL. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have ted a petition 
in favour of the Solicitors Magistracy Bill, the object of which is to 
engble solicitors to act as magistrates in the counties where they practise, 
and thus remove the anomaly of a solicitor being able to act as a magis- 
trate in a borough, but not in a county where he practises. 
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The latest contribution to the correspondence on the escape of The 
Alabama, to which we referred last week, is a letter from Dr. G. F. Bland- 
ford, who says that he commenced to attend Sir J. D. Harding, the Advo- 
cate-General, on the 11th of June, 1862; that shortly afterwards he went 
to a friend’s housc at Reading, where he remained until the 28th of June, 
when be was removed, under the care of attendants, to a house in St. 
John’s-wood, and on the 21st or 22nd of July was placed in an asylum. 
This seems to dispose finally of the story told by Sir Henry James in the 
House of Commons as to Sir J. D. Harding being on the banks of the Wye 
and the intercepting of the brown paper parcel. 


Article 378 of the French Code, says the Daily News, makes it penal for 
a priest, a lawyer, a doctor, a druggist, a midwife, or any other person in 
a confidential position to reveal the secrets they may learn in the course 
of their occupation. A curious case has arisen out of this state of the law. 
The Court of Cassation, the highest appellate court in France, has had to 
decide whether a hospital director could properly be considered as coming 
within any of the categories described. In other words, is he in the eye 
of the law a doctor? M. Moinet, the director of the Rouen hospitals, 
thought he was, and therefore he refused when summoned as a witness in 
a trial to say whether a certain person had or had not been admitted to one 
of the establishments under his direction. The judges, after hearing all 
the arguments at great length, have decided that the fact that a man has 
been admitted to a hospital cannot be considered a matter upon which 
silence is required, and M. Moinct has, therefore, been directed to answer 
the question put to him. As regards other matters, however, the court 
held that the director, like a doctor, was bound not to reveal anything 
affecting the safety of patients or the good repute of families. 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rota or Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. AppraL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
- No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STigiine. Kexkewicn. Romer. 
Monday, April................ 10 Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes 
iniibeastceisbestetoores 1 Beal Ward Jackson 
Wednesday ......... eididesbers 12 Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
ee 13 Beal Ward Jaekson 
Debebsindehosnencaroeseteos 14 Pugh Pemberten Clowes 
Sat  - Saas 15 Beal Ward Jackson 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Easter Srittines, 1893. 
Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Thursday, March 30, inclusive). 

Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the usual days, as 
stated in the Easter Sittings Paper, with the following exceptions, viz. :— 

In consequence of Mr. Justice Chitty sitting for the disposal of the 
Selected Witness List from Tuesday, the 11th of April, to Saturday, the 
22nd of April (inclusive), his Lordship’s Motions and Unopposed Petitions 
during that time will be taken by Mr. Justice North—that is to say, 
Motions on Tuesday, the 11th of April, Friday, the 14th of April, and 
Thursday, the 20th of April; Unopposed Petitions on Saturday, the 15th 
of April, and Saturday, the 22nd of April. 

From Tuesday, April 25, until Saturday, May 6 (inclusive), while Mr. 
Justice North will be engaged with the Selected Witness List his lordship’s 
Motions and Mer oars Petitions during that time will be taken by Mr. 
Justice Chitty—that is to say, Motions on Thursday, April 27, and Thurs- 
os id 4; Unopposed Petitions on Saturday, April 29, and Saturday, 

y 


From Tuesday, May 9, until the end of the Sittings, when Mr. Justice 
Stirling will be engaged with the Selected Witness List, his Lordship’s 
Motions and Unopposed Petitions during that time will be taken by Mr. 
Justice Kekewich—that is to say, Motions on Thursday, May 11, and 
Thursday, May 18 ; Unopposed Petitions on Saturday, May 12. 

N.B.—The Order of Business in Mr. Justice Kekewich’s Court will be 
taken as follows, according to the days of the week :—Monday, Sitting in 
Chambers. Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday (except as mentioned 
below), Non-Witness Actions, including Further Considerations and 
Points of Law and Adjourned Summonses. Friday, Motions and Non- 
Witness Actions and Adjourned Summonses. Motions also on the first 
day, Tuesday, April 11. Saturday, Short Causes, Petitions, and Non- 
Witness Actions or Adjourned Summonses. Actions with Witnesses will 
not be taken by Mr. Justice Kekewich in the present Sittings. Liverpool 
and Manchester business will be taken as follows :--Motions on days 
appointed for Motions. Short Causes, Petitions, and Adjourned Sum- 
monses on Saturdays. Summonses in Chambers on Friday afternoons, 
Liverpool and Manchester Summonses being taken on alternate Fridays, 
ss “oe cree ag — a on Friday, April 14. 

. Justice Romer e Witness Actions every day in the o 
they stand in his Lordship’s Cause Book. — ee: 


Mr. Justice Wright (sitting as an additional Judge of the Chancery 
Division) will dispose of the remainder of the Chancery Actions trans- 
ferred to his Lordship on the first and following days in Easter Sittings. 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Justices Chitty, North, 
Stirling, and Kekewich will sit in Court the whole day on every Monday 
during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. 

Summonses Adjourned in Court will be taken (subject to the Selected 
Witness List) as follows :—Mr. Justice Chitty, with Non-Witness Actions, 
except Procedure Summonses, which (if any) are taken every Saturday ; 
Mr. Justice Stirling, with Non-Witness Actions. Mr. Justice North on 
Fridays and Saturdays. Mr. Justice Kekewich on Fridays and Saturdays, 
and also on other days as the Judges may direct. 


Specra, Notice with Rererence To tHE Sevrectep Wirness List. 


1. The Selected Witness List will be treated as one entire List, and will 
be disposed of by Justices Chitty, North, and Stirling in rotation during 
Easter Sittings. 

2. Each judge, for the time being, sitting for the disposal of the List 
will sit in his own Court. Mr. Justice Chitty will begin taking the List 
on Tuesday, the 11th day of April (the first day of the Sittings), and will 
continue to sit for the disposal of the List until Saturday, the 22nd day of 
April (inclusive), except Monday, the 17th day of April, when he will sit in 
Chambers. 

Mr. Justice North will proceed with the List on Tuesday, the 25th day 
of April, until Saturday, the 6th day of May (inclusive), except Monday, 
the 1st day of May, when he will sit in Chambers. 

Mr. Justice Stirling will in like manner proceed with the List on Tues- 
day, the 9th of May, until the end of the Sittings, except Monday, the 
15th day of May, when he will sit in Chambers. 

3. During Easter Sittings any Application for postponement of any 
Case in the Selected List must be made to the Judge for the time being 
sitting for the disposal of the List. 

4. If found necessary, a Supplemental List of Selected Cases will be 
published in the course of Easter Sittings. Any Judge for the time being 
engaged on tlie List will, when necessary, dispose of any part-heard Case 
after the expiration of his turn, but the next Judge in rotation will proceed 
with the List on the day on which his turn is fixed to begin. 

5. During the period when a judge is engaged on the Selected List, 
Motions in Causes or Matters assigned to him (including Ex parte Motions, 
but not including Motions relating to the postponement of the Trial or 
Hearing of any Cause or Matter in the Selected List), and also Unopposed 
Petitions assigned to him, will be heard by one of his colleagues as 
follows :— 

Those assigned to Mr. Justice Chitty will be heard by Mr. Justice North. 

Those assigned to Mr. Justice North will be heard by Mr. Justice Chitty. 

Those assigned to Mr. Justice Stirling will be heard by Mr. Justice 
Kekewich. 

6. It is contemplated that arrangements similar to the foregoing may be 
made for the disposal of Business during Trinity Sittings. 


Selected Witness List for Easter | Provident Permanent Bldng Soc v 
Sittings. Prior act 
From Mr. Justice Currry’s List. _~ Royd Colliery Co, ld v Simp- 
Caldicott v Brass act in act 
In re Kerans, dec Miesages v | Shawv Bentley act 
Kerans act & sumns In re H Bentley & Co & Yorkshire 
Smith v —= act . m : j | Breweries, ld, & Co’s Acts motn 
Smith v Turnb act &mfj 
In re Brownfield, dec Brownfield | From Mr. Justice ata List. 
v Brownfield act Hollins v Joyce act & m 
Atkinson v Mayor, &c, of Hudders- | Blackman v Wood act 
field act | Bisshopp v Venning act 
Evans v Bowes act Meakin v Richardson act 
Reed v Waters act ee f i ee Life Assce Co v Bod- 
Reed v Blackett act & mf j am act 
In re Schwerdt’s Patent, No 19510, | In re Magniac, dec Lewis v Mag- 
of 1891 petn niac act 
Plews v Quinn act 
From Mr. Justice Norru’s List. Litchfield vy Turner act 
Eyre v Rodgers net | In 00 Meo’ ou ans Macdougall 
m avis ac U1, 
In re Webster, dec Webster v De Campbell v Hamlyn act & m f j 
Webster act &mf j 
Vipont v — act 
Roper v Foord act 
Boucher v Wilkinson interpleader | —— YP ea = ‘ 
issue esv Heyhoe act and sums 
Pillers v Somerset Hotel Co, Ltd annua v ae act 
act ayne v Hawkias act 
In re Godfrey, dec Godfrey v ——_ a Assurance Co v 
Taylor act ardley-Wilmot act 
Austin v Beddoe act | Singer Mnfctrng Cov Spence act 
Brealy v Shackel act | Litt v Distington Iron Co, ld act 
| In re D Lewis, dec Lewis v Lewis 
From Mr. Justice Srreurne’s List. adjd sumns to be treated as trial 
Miers v Kempthorne act | _ of act 


Before Mr. Justice Currry. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 


In re Davidson, dec Davidson v | Nahmaschinen Fabrik Vormals 
Murphy act Frister and Rossman Actien 

London & South-Western Bank v Gesellschaft v Singer Manufactur- 

Michels act ing Co act 

Matabelleland Co, ld v British and | Harrison v Dickson act 

South Africa Co act In re Curling, dec Curling v Scriven 





| Bentley vy Hammond _ act act 
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Rath v Waddington, Rath & Cold 


act 

In re Head, dec Gibson v Head 
act & mfj 

Combe v Danube OCollieries and 
Minerals Cold act&mfj 

Clarke v Foster act 

The Solicitors’ Government Stock 
Investment Trust, ld v Rush- 
worth act (transfd from Q. B. 
Division) 

Attorney-General v Marsden act 

Frankland v Dalton act 

In reSouthall,dec Onions v Tooley 
act 

In re Seymour, dec Seymour v 
Seymour act 

Gray v Stone Kanr act &mfj 

Pearson v Asquith act 

Thorne v Thorne act 

In re Mercer, dec Green v Watson 
act 

Turner v Springall act 

The Clients Investment Co, ld v 
Collins act 

Jones v Great Western Colliery Co, 
ld act & mot set down by order 

In re Bravo, dec Gill v Carvalho 


act 

Hyde Conservative Building Co, ld 
v Shaw act 

Field v Laitwood act 

In re Barker, dec Fox v Barker 


act 

Piechatzek v Morris and anr act 

Jordeson v Burstall act 

Flintoft v Carritt act 

Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 

In re Richardson & Baldry’s con- 
tract & V. & P. Act, 1874 adj 
sums by H W Baldry ‘insufficient 
answers to requisitions part heard 

In re Hope’s Settlement and Condi- 
tional Contract for sale of Pictures 
and Settled Land Act adj sumns 
(to come on with another sumns 
when adj into court and now 
pending in chmbrs) 

In re M A King, dec Brooks v 
King (Order 55) adj sums 
Glasbrook v Richards (ex pif) adj 

sums 

Hughes v Owen act 

In re Finlaison’s Settlement Trusts 
Cox v Finlaison adj sums ad- 
ministration of Settlement Trusts 
Expte Trustees 

In re Sarah Ann Hobson, dec 
Liversidge v Thompson adj sums 
(ord 55) 

The Prison Commissioners and 
Messrs. Nicholson & Henry Fail’s 
contract & V. & P. Act, 1874 
adj sums by Prison Commissioners 
(vendors) 

In re W. J. G. Eschmann’s Estate 
Bankes v Hammer (domicile) 
adj sums 

In os T S Grundy’s Estate Part- 
ingtonv Grundy Administration 
by creditors adj sumns 

In re Trusts of the Will and of the 
Estate of Fred Field dec adj 
sumns expte H H Field one of 
Trustees and Exors of Will 
Field v Field 

In re Goodwin’s Settlement Large 
v Sayer and Lind adj sumns 
(order 55) Acct of Trusteeship 

In re T I’ Fuggle’s Estate Fuggle 
v Allen adj sumns by C A 
Fuggle for division of Fund 

In re E P Mallard dec Mannox v 
Maillard adj sumns after judgt 
in administration action for sale 
of Copyholds 

Before Mr. Justice Norru. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 

Gordon v Ashe act 

Slade v A Ross & Co act 

In re Copland, Mitchell v Bain act 

Thorougood v Whittaker act 





——— v Brearley—1892—S—591 


Send v Same (1892—S—1893) act 

Plymouth Breweries, ld, y Carr act 
and m fj 

White v Greening act 

Midgley v Smith act 

Winter v Anderson act 

Evershead v Bell act 

In re Smout, Jones ySmout adj 
sums (set down for trial as a wit 
act by order dated Feb 13, 1893) 

Leman v Collier act 

Collins v Beale . act 

Lever v Land Securities Oo, ld act 

Palmer v Agricultural Co of 
Mauritius, 1d act 

Boosey v Boosey act 

Thomson v Greta Collieries, ld act 

P v Midland Ry Co act and 

termination of "gendtinn as to 

liability 

Tighe v Grosvenor act 

In re Bent Taylor v Blackwell adj 


sums 

Pearce v Wilkie act 

Cook v St James’s and Pall Mall &c 
Co,1d act 


London and Midland Bank ld v 
Hall act 

In re Tidd Tidd v Overell act 

Crawley v Hill act 

Reddish v Green act 

Hand Smith vy Woods act 

Brown v Cave act 

Mayor &c of Bradford v Pickles act 

Potengi v Bapty act 

Geor, ne & Co act 

Hatch v Sidi. act 


| Silverlock v Newsum act 


Tinker v Rodwell act 
ao - Tucker Tucker v Tucker 


Shaw & Cov Hemeut act 

Clothworkers Co v Humphreys act 

Beste v Beste act 

In reWebb Lambert v Still act 

Homer v Barker act 

In re Squire Squire v Lankester 
act 


Point of Law. 
Clothworkers Co v Humphreys point 
of law set down by order 28 2 93 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 

Burney v Schmidt act 

Neame v Dowling mtn judg pt hd 

Staple v Staple mtn j jndgt 

Rowland v The sony Co ea m fj 
(short) 


Adjourned Summonses. 

Re 8 Kutnow & Trade Marks Acts 

Sheldon v Nixon (revived) 

Jones v Richard 

Inre Ames Ames v Ames 

In re Wynne Peake v Peake 

In re Adams Ooller v Adams 
(expte pltff) 

In re Same Same v Same (expte 
defts) 

In re Dutton Plunkett v Simeon 

In re Waller Waller v Waller 

In re Wyatt James v Phear 

In re Stubbs & Tomkins & V & P 
Act, 1874 

Jarvis v Jarvis 

Before Mr. Justice Srrxiine 

Causes for trial (with witnesses). 

Bradley v Humphrey act 

Holdsworth v Eylert act (Trinity 
Sittings) 

Brecon & Merthyr Ry Co v Powell 
Duffryn Steamship, &c,Co ld act 

In re Gordon Gordonv Stuart act 
(not before May 31) 

Learoyd v Halifax Joint Stock 

ing Co act 
Haines v Jarvis act 
Hardcastle v Townend act 


| Barker v Addenbrooke act 





Stretton v Sussex Universal and 
Equitable Land Society, 1d act 

Pauchen v Warlow act 

Rutley v Robinson act 

White v Brown act 

Dulfus v Everitt act 

Allhusen v Eden (1891, A 1619) act 


Allhusen v Eden (1893, A 145 

In re W Beckett, dec P v 
Hart act 

Causes for Trial Without Witnesses 

and Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Atkinson Bartlett v Atkinson 
adj sumns 

Trevor v Hutchings adj sums 
(restored) 

In re Cobbold Cobbold v Cobbold 
adj sumns 


Vernon v Vernon adj sumns 

In re Bastien, Matthews v St Mark’s 
Hospital adj sum 

In re Isley Willis. v Bell adj 
sumns 
Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses) 

Ma rs of the Metropolitan 
Asyluras District v Vestry of Ful- 
ham Parish act (not before 
April 15) 

Smaridge v Prowse act 

Wheeler v Sargeant act 

Collins v Hall act 

Purkiss v Brittain act 

Mayor, &c of Oxford vy Crow act 

Jessop v Jessop act 

James v Hustler act 

Slater v Ponsford act 

Morgan v Williams act 

Budget v Budgett Meakin v Same 
act & adj sumns 

Roach v Roach act 

Allen v Billington act 

Robinson v Levy act 

Isaac v Young act 

Rooke v Lopez act 

Kirkleatham Local Bd v Stockton, 
&c, Water Bd act 

Dinn v Lamb act 

Foster v Fraser act 

“e - Blakeley Blakeley v Blakeley 


Rantsiek v Southsea Steam Biscuit 
Co, ld act 

Pole v Herbert act 

Crosthwaite v Moorwood & Sons & 


Co act 

Haigh v Harlech Dist Hway Board 
act 

Smith v Vincent act 


Motions Specially Fix 

Wheaton v Maple mf we 
with witnesses (18 April) 

River Alt Commissioners v The 
Local Bd of Walton-on-Hill m 
f injn with witnesses L D R (18 
April) 

Com 
Before Mr. ustice | VAUGHAN 
Wits. 
(Sitting as an additional Judge of 
Chancery Division.) ‘ 
Petition. 

Mining Shares Investment Trust, 1d 
and Memorandum of Association 
Act (petition of the Co) 


Companies (winding up). 
Short Cause 
Ford v Northwich Salt Cold mf j 


Motion. 
In re Craven and District Farmers’ 
Association 1d 


Petitions (uno pene 
In re Steriline 1 footition me J 
Battams & anr) 














In re Solidified Petroleum (Pioneer 
» ld (petition of J 


In re Brighton Eiffel Tower and 
Winter Gardens, ld (petition of 
CW Grimwade 

In re Brighton Alhambra Co, ld 

. — of JJ roe ents 

n re Same Ce o 

In re J Ward Jones & Oo. 1d 
(petition of E ’ Marks) 

In re Fowler, Lancaster, & Co, ld 
(petition of Electrical Co) 

In re Guanta Railways Harbour & 
Coal Trust Co, 1d (petition of 
Debenture Guarantee & Investmt 

In re Rt - o ld (peti 

n re Re re Opera Co - 
tion of Charles Alias) 

tion of J H Cooke) 


In re Same 
In re 8 Stan & Cold (petition 
of G Newman 


eorge 

Tn re St eebyy Syndicate ld (petition 
of J Neeb 

Tid (pottic oe 2 Longfield) 

ion © ra 

In re Same (petn of Rate & © tox 
Payers’, &c, Assoc ld 

In i Same (petn of John Tullis and 


) 
Bossagh Commercial and Building 
Society (petn of J H Wood) 
Dawson & Co 1d (petn of 
Halifax, &c, Banking Co) 
In re ‘‘ Delhi” Steamship Co ld 
(petn of Jane Sillars, widow) 


Before Mr. ‘Justice Romzr. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Gough v Chambers act (pt hd) 


restored 

Cameron v Whitehead act 

Industl Assocn of Gt Britain, ld, v 
Lon, Edin & Glasgow w Assurance 
Co, 1d act 

Dalley v Hole act (Trinity Sittings) 

In re Jones Pritchard v Emmett 
act restored 

Moore v Lion, Lion & Son act 
restored 


Transferred by aon dated Jan 20; 


Simpson v Hutchings act & mfj 

lative v Tucker act (not before 
April 17) 

Shinner v Jarman act 

British North American Investment 
Co, 1d, v Cameron Freehold Land 
and Investment Oo,ld act&mfj 
(June 1) 

Annesley v Lacy Hartland & Co 
act 


In re mops. 9 Hemmings v 
Hem 

Isaac v Elliott “rlliot v Isaac act 
(Not before 18 April) 

Kendall v Emmet act 

Kenny v McCarthy act & mf j 

Hodgson v Cottam & Lambert act 

Burton v West act 

Neath & Brecon Ry Co v Neath 
District Highway Bd act 

Hill v Wallasey Local Bd act 

Pryce Jones v 7 White Lead Co, ld 


act 

Shackleford v Same Co, 1d act 

Dean v Mayor, &c of Blackpool act: 
(Not before 1 June) 

In re Lane & Taunton’s Patent 
12371, A.D. 1886, and Patents, 
&c. Act Ptn entd in Wit List by 
order (Not before 1 May) 

Thomas v David act 

Garrard v Smith act 

In re Galloway Galloway v Gallo- 
way act 

Transferred by Order dated 10 

March, 1893. 

North Australian Territory Co, ld 

v Goldsbrough, Mort Co,ld act 
(The whole of the above lists to be 
continued.) 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters ry Cuampers ror Easter Srttincs, 1893. 


A to F—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Kaye; Tuesdays, 
Thuredays, and Saturdays, Master Pollock. 

G to N—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Macdonell ; Tues- 
days, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Butler. 

O to Z—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Archibald ; Tues- 
days, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Wilberforce. 


Easter Srrtines, 1893. 

A to F—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Johnson are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 110, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

G to N—AIll applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Walton are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 175, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

O to Z—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Manley Smith are to be made returnable before him in his own 
room, No. 114, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

The parties are to meet in the ante-room of masters’ chambers, and the 
summonses will be inserted in the printed list for the day after the 
summonees to be heard before the master sitting in chambers, and will be 
called over by the attendant on the respective rooms for a first and second 
time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the master in the same manner as 
if they were returnable at chambers. By Order of the Masters. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Gampie.—March 31, at 19, Mountview-road, Crouch-hill, N., Florence, the wife of William 
Gamble, solicitor, of a son. 
Lip1arv.—April 1, at Willowbrook, Hampton-hill, the wife of Herbert Lidiard, solicitor, 
of 43, Clanricarde-gardens, and Great James-street, Bedford-row, of a son. 
Penney.—March 28, at 56, Northumberland-street, Edinburgh, the wife of Scott Moncrieff 
Penney, advocate, of a son. 
MARRIAGES. 


Moss—Apams.—April 4, at Christ Church, Penge, by the Rev. 8. Hutchinson, vicar, 
Arthur Moss, Esq, solicitor, of 63, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, to Florence Ethel, eldest 
daughter of the Rey. R. L. Adams, late Rector of Shere, Surrey 

Prayce—Armstronc.—At St. James’s, Westbourne-terrace, Hyde-park, by the Rev. G. C. 
Whalley, Miles Herbert Prance, solicitor, eldest son of Miles Henry Prance, of West- 
bourn rdens, W., barrister-at-law, to Amy, third daughter of Richard Armstrong, 
18, Westbourne-park-villas, W. 

Ssitn—Ssitu.—Apri) 3, at the Church of St. John the Evangelist, Grasse, Alpes 
Maritimes, France, Reginald John Smith, barrister-at-law, of the Inner Temple, to 
Isabel Marion Murray, youngest daughter of George M. Smith, Esq., of 40, Park-lane, 
London, and Brackley Lodge, Weybridge, Surrey 

Wrarr—Davies.—April 4, at St. John’s, Clifton, Al, on Hugh Wyatt, solicitor, 
Cheltenham, to Alice, youngest daughter of the late Edward Davies, of Cheltenham, 
formerly of Wolverhampton. 


Waryine To intexping Hovse Puncaasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &.—[Apvr.] 


STAMMERERS of all ages successfully treated. Boys while being cured thoroughl 
Educated and Pre’ for Examinations by a University Tutor.—Apply Mr. S, Peamar 
(who cured himself), Brampton-park, Huntingdon, or ‘‘ Sherwood,” Willesden-lane, 
Brondesbury, London. ‘Stammering : Its Treatment,”’ post-free, 13 stamps.—[{Abvr. | 


WINDING UP NOTICES. . 
London Gasette.—Frivay, March 31. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1n CHancery. 


Artvas Finance Feperatioy, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 28, directed 
to be heard before Vaughan Williams, J, on April 11. Rye & Moreton, 12, Serjeant’s 
inn, Fleet st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not 

Pa than é o'clock in ~ evening of April 10 
LECTRICAL Surriigs AND Firtixes Co, Limiren—Petn for winding up, presented March 
27, directed to be heard on April 11. Michael Abrahams & Co Old eer, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of April 10 

New Moray Gorn Mixixe Co, Luntren—Petn for winding up, presented March 29, 

to be heard on April 11. Woodcock & Co, Boonsbury sq, agents for Griffith 
& Co, Dolgelly, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 10 

New Moroan Goip Misina Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 30, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Andrew Wallace Barr, Copthall House, Copthall averue 

Nortuery anp Western American Assocratiox, Linitep—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 4, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Ernest James Bridgford, 28, Cross st, Manchester. Farrar & Co, Manchester, 
solors for liquidator 

Patent Avamant Stone Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 29, to 

their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W R C 
eee, 308, Palmerston bldgs, Old Broad st. Burn & Berridge, Old Broad st, liquida- 
's rs 
Puosenates Association, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 6, to send 
ir names and adi , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Oldfield 
Chadwick, 95, Finsbury pavement. Budd & Co, Austinfriars, solors for liquidator 
Str Jaurs Syxpicate, Limiren—Petn for winding up, presented March 13, directed to be 
on Tuesday, April 11. Charles Butcher, 30, Wood st, solor for petner. Notice 
¢ a pe must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 


Srusss Brotners, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before May 9, to send their 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Unwin 


names and 
Stubbs, 28, Gladstone st, Winsford. Thompson, Liv 1, solor for liquidator 


Te.ernoxe Co or Ausrnia, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 6, to send 
eir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the liquida- 





tors, at the offices of the company, 53, New Broad st. Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton 
avenue, solors for liquidators 

Woopnovse & Rawson Usirep, Linrrzv—Petn for winding up, presented March 15, 
directed to be heard on Tuesday, April 11. Saunders & Co, 68, Coleman st, solors for 
petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of April 10 

Woopuovse & Rawson Usitrep, Luurep—Petn for winding up, presented March 15, 
directed to be heard on April 11. Ralph — 59, Moorgate st, solor for petners. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 


of April 10 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Errinc Green Mertixe Bexevit Society, Chapel, Epping Green, Epping, Essex March 24 
Tuornsury Frignpiy Society, New Inn, Thornbury, Devon. March 24 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripvay, March 21. 
Co.aax, Tuomas, Liverpool, Cooper April 20 Williams v Charnock, Registrar, Tiver- 
pool. Mather, Liverpool 
Evans, Joun, Bootle, Lancaster, Clerk April 20 Parry v Evans, Registrar, Li "er 001 
Neville, Liverpool 
Waker, WittiAm James Tyrwaitr, Twyford, Southampton, Esq April 2) Walker v 
Hoare, Chitty, J Warner, Winchester 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—F ripay, Mar. 24, 
Avyroyx, ALExanpER Henry Ginps, Hastings rd, Ealing, Major in Connaught Rangers 
May1 Fladgates, Craig’s court, Charing Cross 
ArmiTaGe, Euma, Sandringham rd, Dalston April 26 Letts Bros, 8, Bartlett’s bldgs 
Baitey, Eowarp Witi1am Henry, Winkfield, nr Trowbridge, Wilts, Farmer April 20 
Parker, Monument Yard c rs 
Daswes, pi Wurreuvrst, Queenhithe, Wholesale Stationer April 27 Swain, 
ewry 
Beesy, Jacos, Carlisle, Ham Merchant May 10 Wannop, Carlisle 
Bewcuer, Joun, Reading, Butcher April 25 Beale & Martin, Reading 
Boxaut, Witt1aM CuAtTriE.p, Colliers’ Wood, Merton, Surrey April 20 Gresham & Co, 
Old —— chmbrs 
Broapuvast, Henry, Higher Broughton, Manchester, Yarn Agent May8 Dendy & 
Paterson, Manchester 
sane, By) Lisson grove, Paddington April 25 Wm Butler, 13, Daventh rd, Stam- 
1 
Cary, CHartorre, Westbourne cres, Hyde pk May8 Wrentmore & Son, Bedford row 
Coates, Witt1am, Newington, Hull, Labourer May1 England & Son, Goole 
Craprrer, Priscitia, Sandal, Yorks, Innkeeper April 21 Malcolm, Leeds 
Cummines, Auevia, Grove lane, Camberwell June2 Keeble, Gresham st 
Cummines, Mary Susanna, Carlisle April 1 Mounsey & Co, Carlisle 
Cust, Mary Honorta, Thurloe pl, South Kensington May8 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bed- 


ford row 

Doar, Joun, Stapleford, Notts, Lace Maker April 21 Huish & Wilson, Long Eaton 

Fantuorpe, Ricnarp, Woodhall, Lincs, Farmer April 22 Tweed & Co, Lincoln 

Fer, Joux, South Shields, Innkeeper May 3 Newlands & Newlands, South Shields, 
Jarrow, and Newcastle on Tyne 

Haut, Rev Tanstey, Bournemouth May2 Witt, Chancery 

Hammonp, Henry, Horsham, Sussex, Gent April 15 Medwin & Co, Horsham 

Harvey, Tuomas Kent, Timworth, Farmer April14 Sharland & Hatten, Gravesend 

Horye, Txomas, Dkley, Yorks, Gent April14 Robinson & Co, Bradford 

Jo.urre, Joun Henry, Wheatstone rd, North Kensington, Builder May10 Hepburn & 
Davison, Westbourne grove 

Kaiser, Marti, Marylebons lane, Watchmaker April 30 Herbelet, Chancery lane 

Kixeuam, Wii.1am, Upton, nr Aylesbury, Bucks, Gent May 1 Ford & Co, Blooms- 

jury 8q 

Law, Tuomas Cowroy, Dover, retired Captain in Merchant Service May 10 Lewis & 
Pain, Dover 

Lawson, Tuomas Pavuuixus, Eastmearne rd, West Dulwich, Colonel in Third Durham 

Regiment April 18 Wilkinson, 8t Neots 

Lynam, Josern, Macclesfield, Provision Dealer April 29 Hand, Macclesfield 

Manrsuatt, Frayces, Elizabeth st, Eaton sq April21 Tatton & Son, Lower Phillimore 
pl, Kensington 

Mivis, Jounn, Oldham, Grocer April8 Taylor, Oldham 

Moore, Josernm Onp, Rochester, Farmer May1 Basset & Boucher, Rochester 

Morais, Joszeru, Aston Manor, co Warwick, Gent May 81 Gough, Birmingham 

yu. Hesry Exuis Hay, Fopstone rd, Earl’s Court May 31 Fowler & Co, Clement’s 

a 


Garvan, Hotes, Bridge rd, Battersea May 10 Rooke & Sons, Lincoln's inn fields 
Pexnixoron, Mantua, Carlisle April 13 Mounsey & Co, Carlisle 

Poot, Wittiam Hawes, Bristol, Wine Merchant April 30 Miller & Son, Bristol 
Porrer, Harriet Sorata, Hulme, Manchester May1 Blears, Manchester 


Ramsey, Marmapvuxe, Ebury st, retired Colonel in Bengal Staff Corps June 30 
Richardson & Sadler, Golden sq . 

RowEi, _s ee, Hunstanton, Norfolk, Hotel Keeper May 12 Partridge 
& Co, King’s 

Scurumev, Gustave Apo.y, North End rd, West Kensington, Professor of Languages 
April 24 Maw, Bri st, Westminster 

Sricer, Henry, Brighton, Gent May1 Speechly & Co, New inn, Strand 

Srusss, Frances, Aberford, Yorks May 16 Arundel & Son, Pontefract 


Taouas, Eowarp Brown, Cambridge ter, Hyde pk, Esq April 17 Barfiell & Child, 
Plowden bldgs : 
Tittorsox, Wiii1am, Silsden Moor, Kildwick, Yorks, Farmer May 8 Wright & 
Waterworth, Keigh) 

Vicor, Warrer James Wootton under Edge, Glos, Grocer May 1 Chanter & Co, 
Wootton under E 

Ware, Joseeu, Bath, Meat Purveyor June 24 Chesterman, Bath 


Weneee Joseru, Morton, nr Bingley, Yorks, Clerk in Holy Orders May1 Yearsley, 
rewe 
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London Gazette.—Tursvay, 


March 28. 
Auiss, James, Bromsgrove, Wores, Grocer Aprill1l Bradley & + Cuthbertson, Birmingham 
Batpwis, Heyry, Aldershot, Clothier April 11 Morley, Cheapside 
Bares, General Sir Hexry, K.C B., Sussex place, Hyde pk May 1 


Bloomsbury sq 


Bowes, Patrick, Loughrea, co Galway, Draper April 24 Toole, Dublin and Loughrea 
Albert Cannon, 4, Mortimer rd, 


Carter, Joux, Handsworth, Staffs, Farmer April 29 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 
Coorer, Lavra Baraurst, Dovenant rd, Upper Holloway April 22 Griffith, Gray's 


Canyox, Witt1am, Cowley rd, Brixton, Gent May 1 
Kensal Rise 


inn place 
Davies, Perer, Cardiff April3) Stephens, Cardiff 


Evans, we Tomas Wittiam, Allestre2 Hall, co Derby, Bart April 26 Taylor & Co, 


Jerb 


y 
Gat, Estugr, Froxfield, co Southampton Mayi1 Albery & Lucas, Midhurst, Surrey 
Garsipe, Samve., Handsworth, Staffs, Gent May6 Geo T Smith, Birmingham 
April 8 Winch, Rochester and 
Hamiron, Jaxe, Porchester ter, Hyde Park April15 A & H White, Gt Marlborough | 
st. 


May 10 Clabon, Gt George st 
Hazuitr, Witttam, Addlestone, Surrey, Esq, Senior Registrar in Bankruptcy May1 | 


GreatueaD, Josern Artuur WaGcuory, Rochester 
Arundel st, Strand 


et 


Hawkey, Tuomson, Portland place, Esj 


Carthew & Wheeler, Verulam bidgs, Gray’s inn 


a gs Joun Bevcuer, Brighton, Barrister at Law May 1 Griffith & Co. 
nm 


rig! 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fnripay, Mar. 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ackroyp, Bexsamiy Batiey, Greenside, Heckmondwike, | 
Commission Agent Dewsbury Pet Mar 14 
Mar 27 * 

Arxtnsox, Tuomas, Penrith, Cumbrid, Draper Carlisle | 
Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

Bout toy, Henry Tuomas, Trent Vale, Staffs, Tile Manu- | 
facturer Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet Mar 23 
Ord Mar 23 

Crarke, Tuomas Davin, Bath, Auctioneer Bath Pet Mar 
6 Ord Mar 27 

CoLeman, Josep, Mansfield, Net ts, Fish Dealer Notting- 

am Pet Mar29 Ord Mar 29 

Cowper, Josern, Brixton rd, Builder High Court Pet 
Mari7 Ord Mar 28 

Croucn, Jony, and Harry Avecustus Sarru, Atherstone, 
Warwickshire, Hat Manufacturers Birmingham Pet 


Mar 27 Ord Mar 29 
Dapps, Joun, late of Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Mar 28 
Ord Mar 28 : 
Davies, Tuomas, Lianfihangel, Carmarthenshire, Assistant 
Coal Merchant Carmarthen Pet Mar 28 Ord r 28 
Dickey, Samvet, Wednesbu: 


Walsall Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 


Ord | | Senror, Wituram, Tiogley, 


| 


, Staffs, Beerhouse Keeper 


Diecut, Marx, Long “Ti Derbyshire, Joiner Derby 
Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 
Dovucuty, Josern, ot Baker Peterborough | 


Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 


Dyson, ABsa.om, Snaith, Yorks, Potato Merchant Wake- | 


field Pet Mar14 Ord Mar 29 


Dsson, Frank, and Joz Harry Dyson, Halifax, Joiners | 


Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 


Forp, Henry, Stratton St Margarets, Wilts, Baker Swin- | 
Furniture Dealer | 


don Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 27 

Freepmay, Davigs, Abercarn, Mon, 
Newport, Mon Pet Mar27 Ord Mar 27 

Gee, Water, Burton, Westmrid, Tailor Kendal Pet 
Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 

Greeny, ALrrep Pinckney, St Leonards on Sea, Licensed 
Victualler Hastings PetMar28 Ord Mar 28 

Grirritu, Joux, Lianllechid, Carnarvonshire, Butcher 
Bangor Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

Hestor, Ricuarp, Armley, Leeds, Plasterer Leeds Pet 
Mar 23 Ord Mar 28 

Hitton, James, Bury, Watchmaker Bolton Pet Mar 29 
Ord Mar 29 

Hors, Witu1am Davis, ae, Iron Merchant Man- 
chester Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 2 

Humpnreys, Wituiam Harpiner, Furnival’s inn, ee 

= Solicitor —_ a? Pet Feb 16 von gp ll 

UTCHINSON, AMES, Lianfairpwill nD 

Licensed Victualler Sonat Pet Mar 27° Ord my omy 


% | Crarke, James, ‘ 


Hurt, Ricuarp, Cambridge, Baker Cambridge Pet Mar | 


27 Ord Mar 27 

Kectett, Rosert Guy, New North rd, i eae Surgeon | 
High Court Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 

Kixe, ALExanper, Newcastle under el Grocer Han- 
ley, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet Mar29 Ord Mar 29 

LanpDLESs, JoHN GreENwoop, Manchester, Tobacconist 
Manchester Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 28 

Lonetnorne, James Kxyowres, Bradford, Journeyman 
Joiner Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

Love, Josern, Treorky, Glam, Furniture Dealer Ponty- 
pridd Pet Mar28 Ord Mar 28 

Lovetuck, James, and Wittiam James Lovetuck, Aber- 
avon, Glam, Ship Owners Neath Pet Mar 2 Ord 
Mar 29 

Mapkins, Epwarp, Birmingham, Insurance Agent Bir- 
mingham Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 

Marsnatt, Witt1amM Ramsay, South Shields, Machinery 
Broker Newcastle on Tyné Pet Mar29 Ord Mar 29 

Mesrcu, Hersert Henny, Wood st, Shop Window Fitter 
High Court Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

Morrison, Estuxr Atice, Heaton Norris, Lanes, late 

mallware Dealer Stockport Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 
Newton, Harry Isaac, Victoria st High Court Pet Feb 
P “5 jx Net eI ham, i” 
£GG, Jou, New Elt ent, G Greenwich 

Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar re 


Puiurs, Henry en wport, ae Shipwright 
Newport, Mon Pet Mar P- era Mar 29 
Puitiws, Jonn Cotvitie, Truro, Cornwall, "Coal Merchant 


Traro Pet Mar2y Ord Mar 29 


i 


Curnow, Jonny, 








Mark lane 


Dawson, Hart st, 


ven 





Mercoams, Jens Pontmorlais, Merthyr Tydfil, Licensed Victualler April 20 Vaughan, 
Hocuaren, Aunghr Gerrard st, Soho, Dealer in Works of Art April28 Fry & Hudson, 
Howuzs, takes Radcliffe on Trent, Corn Factor May 2t Parr & Butler, Nottingham 

Jexxixos, Josuva Arxtesy, Cleator Moor, Cumbrid, Grocer April 22 Anderson, 
Sti ee Rosherville, nr Gravesend May 1 Thoughton, Gravesend 

Lee, » an Banor, Aamtagien, Pattern Maker April 25 Britcliffe, Accringten and 
Lewrxatox, James, Oakley st, Waterloo rd April25 Rudall, Watling st 


| Lownpgs, Marrua, Maida vale April 23 Watney & Co, Lombard court 








— A.trrep, Southampton, Linseed Cake Merchant 
Ro am Ro a srenhill, On Derbyehive Co I 
BERTS, BERT, Sta ire, mmercial 
erk Burtonon Trent Pet Marz7 Ord Mar 27 
Scu = Walpole st, oye Wine Merchant 
igh 


Jani9 Ord 
. ‘Small ware D aler 

Wakefield Pet Mar 29 

| Suxrwen Tomas Curistoruer, os, Plumber Lin- 

| Somer o dng tes Boi righ 1 Merchant 

HN, poems ILE ro igh st, Hop Merc! 

High Co Pet Mar oS Ord Mar 

| STANILAND, K., 8t yo 's rd, Tottenham, Dairy Farmer 
Edmonton Pet Mar25 Ord Mar 25 

Sraniey, Tuomas, Willenhall, Staffs, ame Keeper 
Wolverhampton Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 

Erext, Roserrt, Calcutta, India High er Pet Mar 2 
Ord Mar 27 

Wituram, Irthlingbo th, Northamptonshire, 

Maker 1 ‘et Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

Wituiams, Cuartes, Droitwich, Wores, Corn Dealer 
‘Worcester Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 


Witsox, Josern Parker, Rt villas, Burns rd. 
Willesden, Builder High Court Pet Mar 27 Ord 


Mar 27 
Wort, Georce, Bitterne, a, Contractor Southamp- 
ton Pet Mar29 Ord Mar 


The ——. amended notice is substituted a ‘that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Feb. 14 


Wirkiss, Jonw Cuaries, Walton on ieee Licensed 
Victualler Kingston, Surrey Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 


Warp, 
Boot 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barker, James, Fenton, Staffs, Auctioneer April 10 at 
11.15 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme : 
Baxiy, Epwarp James, Live l, "electrical Engineer 

—- 12at3 Offices of Off , 35, Victoria st, Liver- 


Buaker, Georoe, cy Fy Wine Merchant April 7 
atll O Leeds 

messin, Henry Tuomas, Trent Vale, Staffs, Tile Manu- 
facturer April 10 at 3 Off Ree, Newcastle under 

me 

Basoes, et ‘Wat? 9) "bankrupty bldgs, Garey st” 
Agent 14at230 Ban itey bidgs, 8 

Brown, Secure ture Dealer ‘April 7 at 3 
0 22, Park oe tae 


Burnett, ce Hewry, Barry, Glam, Butcher April 
10 at 12 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, it 
Cameras JAMES, Bulwell, Notti , Dyer April 14 at 
12 Off Rec, Bt Peter’s Chure walk, Nottingham 
| Catsa, | Phnom, Bisley, Surrey, Rector ‘April 4 10 at 12.39 
24, Railway ap roach, Lo’ Bridge 
ornton Heath, tg pF Builder April 
ll at 12.30 24, Railway Pg “London Bridge 
Corroy, DANIEL, Earthenware Manufac- 
turer April 10 at 12 ‘Off Ree, Newcastle under Lyme 
Bf Builder April 12at 3 Off 


Temple chmbrs, ple avenue 
Dione Me, Lo be ge ete Joiner April 8 at 
Moree Ti Hotel, well Newn 
Seinen |ANIEL, Baneswell ewport, Mon, late 
Fruiterer April 11 at , & Off Rec Taoings dee Mon 
Dursin, Coes © April 18 
atll Off Rec, 15, King “ "Gloucester 


a: Her my Jou Dyson, Halifax, Joiners April 12 
atil Off To chmbrs, 


Halifax 
Epwankps, Jouy, Liverpool, Draper April l4at3 Off Rec, 
86, Vi ay Jou Liv 


Etta, bh ge leutenie Willows, Lancs, Coster 
15 Court house, Up Upper Bank a st, W sreingion 
an pHa Freperick, Stoc Epon, Daten t Liat ju- 
April 12 at 11.30 County chmbrs, 


Fircu, Panvenonss, a rd, peey bldg’ Gentian 
Agen’ ati2 Bankru igs, Carey 
eee ne Crewe, Plumber April7at2 Royal 
ne 


ws 8 at On en et Peter’s ee Car walk, Not- 


me Rosert ALExanpeR, Melrose, Staines, Captain 
April 10 at 11.30 24, Railway appr, London .- 2 

Gurrerwer, Ricuary Sanpon, Brook st, 
Physician 


Grosvenor 
April 12 at1 Denkruptey badge, Casey ot” 








| McGi1, Evizasern, Codsall, Staffs April 15 Jones, Wednesbury 

Micuetore, Parc, Claremont, Torquay April12 Hacker, Newton Abbot 

| Nicnors, Joy, Iron Acton, Glos April 20 Bush & Bush, Bristol 

| Ovouam, Haxry, Nottingham, Beerhouse Keeper June1 Martin & Sons, Nottingham 

| Perriz, Jouy, Fitzjohn’s avenue, Hampstead, R.A May 1 Morten & Co, Newgate st 

| Payce, Marcaret, Hendon House, Hendon Mayi Miller & Co, Savile row 

| Suaw, Joseru, Manchester, Carriage Builder April 29 Hislop, Manchester 

| Surra, Wixitam, Chalgrove, Oxon, Farmer May1 Wood, High Wycombe 

| Spry -, Guamen Ayruoyy, Kemnal rd, Chislehurst, Esq May 1 Dowson & Co, Bedford 


mee ot Geonas, Sunderland, Joiner April 7 at 
John st, Sunderland 


Hararis, bart Wituiam, st, Bromley, Butcher 
April 12 at 2.30 Bankrate 

Hensent, Austix, Hull, late April 10 at 12 
Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, >, 

ay 3 ‘Rovent, Ni 


Nottingham, late Licensed Victualler 
April 14 at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Not- 
cue 5 jae Bury, Watchmaker April 12 at 3 16, 


Hospay, Cuartes Henny, Amiweh, Angie Wine Mer- 


chant April 12 at 2.30 Chester 
Hutt, Ricaarp, ‘Ours Cael hae an April 14 at 12 Off 


» 5, 
JaYES, ‘Gronor, Sh ortheath, nr aremangen, Gr cer 
April 2 atil Off Wolverham: 
Lawsox, Witu1am Jonny, the younger, Durham, 
Watchmaker April 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, 


Newcastle on Tyne 

Learoyp, Henry, Clifton Waltham rd, Southall, 
——— April 7 at 12 30 O® Reo, 95, 

Temple avenue 

a urch, Glam, Farmer April 10 at 3 
29, Queen st, 

Lioyp, Wittiam Nutra, Grantham, late oe April 
Sat 12 Off Reo, St Peter's Church walk, N 

LockyEr, wer Cornwall 


Tem; 
Lister, 
On 


my +t 2 at 2.30 a.% Carey st 
Lowe, Saran hy Derby, Milliner oir iden 230 Of 
Rec, 8t James’ 'schmbrs, 


Mansrietp, Leonarp, sen, Leonarp Mansrizp, jun, Car- 
‘diff, Millwrights ‘April 10 at 11 Off Rec, 29, Queen 


st, 
Mote a, Laverpect, Coal Dealer April 11 at 3 


Molton Joun Hewpess, Mon, ‘1 Draper April 
ll at 12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bask, brs, Newport, 


‘on 
Mescu, Hersert Jouy, Kenni rd, Lambeth, Wax 


at ll bl res st 
Mitis, Harcourt, Brighton, acer neck 14 at It 
4, Pavilion my v7 Bi 


Meenpasa, Evay, Mwyndy, Lp _ om, ja 
Eg 1 7 at > a Off Rec, Merth: ee ae 
Morais, a lo Miner 
M -- “4 4 MAS, Merthyr Ha Fi April 8 at 1.30 
ornis, THO ‘armer J 
Coun’ Daart bites Nort 


wane tl N P. , Bucks, Farmer April 
12 at 12.30" Coutty Court Northam 
Oswavp, Erne, Elgin aven 
8) 13 at 2.39 yy db! 
Packer, Epwarp > ANTHCR, 4 - 
Packitaron, nse, in a Lorne villas, rd, 
vs Olerk April ii at 11.90 24, 
RORGE, ag Surrey, retired Warrant 
Otticer ‘April 12 at 11.30 prasad 
Br Commission geet Agel Tat it” 


Piri, dA Janes 


Soateit” ll Dn, oe Teagls 

chmbrs, T avenue 
aor | , Commercial 
Clerk April 10 at 8 Midland , Station st, Bur- 


ton on 
pare » Towa Heo ver Tinea, Te Plumber April 
MIT ux Graw rg: Beer poate 
‘April 7 at 230° boone gis ir 


Srusiey, Jane Exvex, Elsecar, 
April 12 at 11 Off 


babar pr Hussar ett April 11 at 


wr ae eam 
Apriesy, Wittiam, King st, Confectioner 
Court Pet March 16 Ord March 27 
Cumbrid, 


Arxixsox, THom Draper Carlisle 
Pet March 28 Ord March 28 


Baewau 


ee, Haas, Grocer Reading Pet Feb 10 


B R C, late Hollowa: Tailor Court Pet 
—_ A eee ml, High 
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Bovirox, Hexry Tuomas, Trent Vale, Staffs, “Tile 
M Tunstall Pet 


fanufacturer Hanley, Burslem, and 


23 Ord March 23 


Cosma, Josxrn, Mansfield, Notts, Fish Dealer Notting- 
“ham ’ Pet March 29. Ord March 29 


Croxton, Josrrn, Li . — Furnisher Liverpool 
Pet March 24° Ord March 


Davies, Tuomas, FB nae ame! _ rr Assistant 
Coal Merchant Carmarthen Pet March 28 Ord 


2 
Dic = , Sanver, Weloebey.® Beerhouse Keeper Walsall | 
Derby 


March 23 
Diout, Marx, Long Eaton, Derbyshire, Joiner 
Pet March 18 Ord March 28 


Doventy, , oad am, Baker Peterborough | 
Pet March 29 29 


Ord March 
Dvysow, Franx,and Joz Harry Dysox, Halifax, Joiners 
Halifax Pet March 28 Ord Merch 28 


Exes, Guonos, late of Elham, Kent, Farmer Canterbury | 
Pet March 


18 O1d March 28 
Farxpmax, Davizs, Abercarn, Mon, Furniture Dealer 
N Mon Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Gre ALTER, Burton, a Tailor Kendal Pet 
March 29 Ord March 29 

GrirritH, n.- Lianllech: 

et March 28 Ord March 28 

Reg and Frepericx Grover, Kentish Town 
, Kentish Town, Timber Merchants High|Court 
Ord Mar2 Pet Mar 27 


Grover, 


Harrisox, Wittiam Arriesy, Gracechurch street, Gent | Srraw, Witiiam, Sutton in Ashfield, Notte, Carriet Not- | 
h 


High Court Ord Jan 23 Pet Mar 28 
Hesvor, ease a Leeds, Plasterer Leeds Pet 


Hic eo LIF, late West more land road, Paddington, Spins- 
9 a ge 

Horse, Jessix, Upper mes street, Ironfounder Hig 
Court Ord Mar3 Pet Mara 


hid, Carnarvonshire, Butcher | 


Hurt, tena, eens Baker Cambridge Pet Mar 
27 Ord Mar 27 


Kixe, ALEXANvER, Newcastle under Lyme, Grocer Hanley, 
Burslem, and Tunstall Pet Mar29 Ord Mar 29 


Mar 21 Pet Mar 27 


Ksauy, Hersert, Broad street bldgs, Stock Dealer High | 
Court Ord 


LEAROYD, Mesew, Clifton Villas, Waltham road, Southall, | 
Mechan: 1 Engineer Windsor Ord Mar 14 Pet | 


Mar 28 

Lissexpen, Water Coorer, Stockwe'l Park road, late of 
Liseenden, Petit, and Evans High Court Ord Jan 30 
Pet Mar 28 

Lonotuorxe, James Kxow es, nei, Journeyman 
Joiner Leeds Pet Mar28 Ord Mar 


Love, Joseru, Treorkey, Glam, Furniture "Dealer Ponty- | 
id Pet | Broves, ExizaneTn, Maindee, Fe ag! Mon, late Inn- 


Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 
Mansnari, Witttam Ramsay, South Shields, Machinery 
Broker Newcastle on Tyne Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 
McLeop, Jouy, Ne 


port, Mon Ord Mar13 Pet Mar 28 


Mitis, Harcourt, Brighton, Auctioneer Brighton Ord | 


Feb 27 Pet Mar 29 


Moraisox, Estuer Atice, Heaton Norris, Lancs, late | 
Sma 


lilware Dealer Stockport Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 


28 
Packixotoyx, Eaxest Inwrx, Lorne Villas, Somerset road, 
Teddington, Merchant’s Clerk Kingston, Surrey Ord 
Mar 21 Pet Mar 29 
Parkinson, Wituam, and Axprew Greame, Wharf rd, 
Cubitt Town, Millwrights High Court Pet Mar 7 
277 


Panrrivez, Gzeoraz, West Bromwich, Machinist West 
Bromwich Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 22 

Paco, Joux, New Eltham, Kent, Greengrocer Greenwich 
Pet Mar 10 r 28 

Puiiurs, Hexry Gorvix, Newport, Mon, Shipwright 
N Mon Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 


Putuirs, Jone Coty wy , Truro, _ Coal Merchant 


Mar Ord Mar 
Purce.y, James, Seacombe, Cheshire, Baker Birkenhead | 
Pet Mar 9 | Looxer, Witt1am, Bedminster, Bristol, Qutfitter April 19 
Derbyshire, Commercial | 


Ord Mar 27 
Roserts, Rosert, Stapenhill, 
Clerk Burton'on Trent Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 


Sacer, Epcar, Claremout grdns, - reaeae Builder High | 
Court Pet : 4 | Morrisox, Estner Atice, 


Pet Feb8 Ord Mar 2° 
Sexiorn, Witiiam, Tingley. ‘Yorks, Smallware Dealer 
Waketield Pet Mar 29 ‘Ord Mar 29 


a Tsomas Curistorner, Lincoln, Plumber Lin- | 


Ord Mar 27 


Sony, CHARLES = 2 Se High ms Hop Merchant 
STANILAND, Feawn, é 8t Ann’s rd, ra, Totenham, Dairy Farmer 
Edmonton Pet Mar 25 


Sraxvey, Taomas, Willenball Beerhouse Keeper 
Wolverham 27 Sa Bec 


pton Pet Mar: 
Warp, Wituan, Irthlingborough, | 
Boot Maker Northam Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 


Witusams, Cuares, Droitwich, Corn Dealer Worcester | 
Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 | 
| TayLor, Dagweee, Middlesbo: ame Labourer April 12 | 


Witiiams, Gronce Farprnick, ata, Tailor Not- 
tingham Pet Feb 23 Ord Mar 


rt, Mon, Travelling Draper New- | 


| Woop, Hon Hexry Jous Lixpuey, Hickleton, near Don- 





Worr, Gronar, Bitterne, Hants, Contractor Southampton 
Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 
London Gazette—Tvunrspay, April 4. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Axprews, Jamuzs, Bicplaghom, I Brass Caster Birmingham | 
Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

Brexs, James, and Witiiam Hensuaw, Leicester, Boot 

Manufasturers L Pet March 29 Ord March £0 

| CLarkson, Wituiam, Helmsley, Joiner York Pet March 
30 Ord March 30 

or Brian rate, Torrington ter, North Finch- | 
ley, Draper Barnet Pet March 8 Ord Marc! 

| Houzaxp, Roverr h. ester, Hadfield, Derbyshire, 

Mechanic Ashton — Lyne and Stalybridge Pet | 

March 29 Ord March 

Hest, Epwarp, Kin ody upon Hull, Builder Kingston 
upon Hull Pet March 2 Ord March 29 | 

Hurtcuixes, Saran, Blackpool, ng A Goods Dealer Pres- | 
ton Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

Joys, Witi1aM, Pwllheli, Carnarvonshire, Coal Merchant | 
Portmadoc and Blaenau Festiniog Pet March 30 Ord 
March 30 

Lez, Tuomas Oxproyp, sania, Book keeper Leeds Pet | 
March 30 Ord March % | 

McPuait, Heysry on Landport, Builder Ports- | 
mouth Pet March 30 Ord March 30 | 

Srark, Jouy, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet March 17 | 
Ord March 29 








tingham Pet March 30 Ord Mare | 
Tuomas, Ereanor, Penygraig, Glam, Tea Dealer Ponty- | 
pridd_ Pet March 30 Ord March 30 
Warp, Witiias, Om Florist Nottingham Pxt | 
March 30 Ord March 
The following amended andl is substituted for that pub- | 
lished in the London Gazette of March 28 :— 

Jerrreys, Josern, Rodborough, Moseley, — Outfitter 
irmingham ‘Pet Feb 23 Ord March 2 | 


RECEIVING ORDER paninnion. 


caster, late Lieut-Cul 12th Lancers Sheffield Ree Ord | 

Feb 9 Resc March 30 } 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Appisox, Hexry Brapstreet, Bardwell, Suffolk, Farmer | 

April llat12 36, Princes st, Ipswich } 


| Birxs, James, and Wiiu1am Hexsuaw, Leicester, Boot | 


Manufacturers April 12 at 12.39 Off Rec, 341, Friar | 

lane, Leicester! 

keeper April 15 at 11 ff Rec, Gloucester Bank 
chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Cameron, James Ricnarp Husert, Neath, Glam, Tailor 
April 14at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Crarke, Taomas Davin, Bath, Auctioneer April 13 at 12 
Christopher Hotel, Bath 

Criarkson, WILLIAM, Helmsley, Yorks, Joiner April 13 at 
11.30 Off Rec, York 


| Davies, Josern, Bethesda, Carnarvonshire, Licensed Vic- | - 


tualler April 13 at 2.30 Railway Hotel, Bangor 
Doventy, Joszrn, Peterborough, Baker April 12 at 12 
Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 
Exuis, Cuartes Cravex, Southsea, Family Grocer April 
17 at 12.30 145, Cheapside | 
Harpinc, Cuarces Wit.1am, Kingston upon Hull, Tailor 
April 13ati1 Off Rec, Tinie house lane, Hull 
Huxtixcvox, Jou, Roby, cs, * a April 12 at 2 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Live 


| Hvurcainson, Wittam, Middles ceil Iron Merchant 


April 19 ‘at 3 Off Ree, 8, Albeit rd, Middlesborough | 
Jorpix, Witt1am Tuomas, Aston, Warwickshire, Butcher 
April 13at11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Kyicut, Ropert KEiawin (deceased), y- of Bristol, late 
Grocer April 19 at 11.30 


ati Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Mircae.t, ANDREW CockRANE, Birmingham, Glass Mer- 
chant April 17 at 2.30 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
eaton Norris, Lancs, late 
maliware Dealer April 12 at 1 County chmbrs, 
Market place, Stockport 
Newcomse, Joun, N lew, nr Okehampton, Deven, Yeo- 
man April ld4at3 10, Athenseum terrace, Plymouth 
Parr, Jonny, Bishopston, Glos, Tailor April 19 at 12.30 | 
Off Rec, Bank papa een Corn st, Bristol 
Par.iips, Jonx Corvitie, Truro, Cornwall, Coal Merchant | | 
April 11 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 
Pixnorn, ALFRED, Bouthampton, Linsecd Cake Merchant 
April 12at2 145, Cheapside 
we. ELL, Saran, Bournemouth, Milliner April 11 at 1 
Off Rec, Salisbury 


Srark, Jony, Lavoie. Baker April 13 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
34, Friar lane, Leicester | 





at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


| April 12.—Messrs 


Wricuett, Josern Brown, Kingswood, Glos, Boot Manu- 
t April 19 at 12 Oi Hes Bonk chinbre, Corn 


street, 
Wokr, aise Bitterne, Hants, Contractor April 12 at 
12 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Birxs, James, and Wittiam Hensuaw, Leicester, Boot 
Manufacturers Leicester Pet March 29 Ord March 30 

Crarxson, Wit.1aM, Helmsley, Yorks, Joiner York Pet 
March 30 Ord March 30 

Davps, Joun, late of Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet March 23 
Ord March 28 

Davies, Wituram, Swan Butter Merchant Swansea 
Pet March 24 Ord 

Jayes, Georce, Shortheath, nr Wolverhampton, Grocer 
Wolverhampton Pet March 23 Ord March 30 

Joyes, Wit.1am, Pwilheli, Carnarvonshire, Coal Merchant 
ee and Blaenau Festiniog Pet March 30 Ord 


Lanpusgss, Joun Greenwoop, Ba me Tobacconist 
chester Pet March 14 March 30 
| Lez, Tuomas Ouvroyp, Leeds, Book keeper Leeds Pet 
March 30 Ord March 30 


Newcomss, Joux, Northlew, nr ey pe | Devon, 
Y East Stonehouse Pet Feb Ord March 30 


eoman 

Rirgervov, Nortu, Egan villas, Page Green 
Commission Agent Edmonton Pet Jan Ss =| 
March 28 

| Srraw, Wiii1AM, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, Carrier Not- 
tiogham Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

Warp, Wit, Mettinghem, Florist Nottingham Pet 
March 30 Ord March 30 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


April 11.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewsoy, Faauer, & Baipce- 
w waste at the Mart, E.C., at 20 "clock, Freehold Ground- 
ts (see advertisement, March 25, p. 4). 
April 11.—Messrs. Drivee & Co., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o’clock, Investment (see advertisement, March 25, p. 4). 
Eow1y Fox & Bovsrre.o, at the Mart, 
.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Ground-rent (see advertise- 
ment, March 4, p. ‘315). 
Apr:] 13.—Messrs. Basi. } Norats, & Haotey, at the Mart, 
<., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Groun4-rent (see advertise- 
ment. March 25, p. 4). 
April 13.—Messrs. Guasiee & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 
2 o’clock, Freehold Properties and Freehold Ground-rent 
(ese atverticement, ages 1, p. 4). 





Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtcrrors’ JouRNAL, 


26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the ofice—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law caly, 
5s. 6d. 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Fs MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, anntisbaniadle of Lenten, &c. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


%, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 











as3T. asas. 


THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E.C. 
WEST END BRANCH—2, WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. 


ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS 


ASSETS EXCEED 





PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES EXCEED.. .. .... 


£915,000 
5,000,000 
10,500,000 





G@@” THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY does not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLE. 





Policies Indisputable after Cnr. 
Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favourable terms bith oh 


J. 


THOMAS G. ACKLAND, F. 
‘AMES H. SCOTT, Secret Baling F.8.8., Actuary and Manager. 


















